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CAC and General Public Meeting Materials 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advigary GABLES he CAC Workbook 


Schedule of Meetings 


|Topic(s) 


Date 


Location 


Wed. | 29-Sep-1999 Introductions; slide presentation of park 96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge | 
| 2 / Tue. 26-Oct-1999 Dr. Charles Beveridge presentation; Master Plans '96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
3 | Mon, 28-Feb-2000 a Sade Gonerae Eeaictiontiiae Presentation: 96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge | 
. 4 | Thur. | 30-Mar-2000 (Project Alternative Identification ‘Egan Center, NU | 
S | Tue. 16-May-2000 Best Management Practices 196 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
. 6 | Tue. 43-Jun-2000 |Egan Center, NU 


| | |Habitat/Rare Species 


17-Jul-2000 ‘Historic Resources 


22-Aug-2000 ‘Staging Areas; Pedestrian & Traffic Issues 


| 28-Sep-2000 ‘Sediment Characterizations/Disposal 


30-Oct-2000 |Best Management Practices 


08-Nov-2000 |PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 
13. | Wed. | 15-Nov-2000 Mitigation 


is | Ta 95-Jan-2001 Overview of Project Elements and Construction 
Cost Estimate 


Construction Cost Estimate (continuation of 
discussion) and Overview of Draft 
Environmental Impact Report outline 
|Discussion of How the CAC will Review the 
Draft EIR | 


'CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #1--Vision 


26-Feb-2001 


14-Mar-2001 


| 23-Apr-2001 


. : Ae | Statement/Executive Summary 
18 Wed. 02-May-2001 ‘CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #2--Project 
Alternatives 
CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #3--Project 
g Mon. | 07-May-2091 | Description/Preferred Alternative 
20 | Wed. 16-May-2001 CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #4--Project 
| Impacts & Mitigation 
ey 21-May-2001 (CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #5--Best 


‘Management Practices (BMPs 
CAC Review of DEIR: 


BMPs (continuation of discussion 
CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #6--Management 


|& Maintenance Plan 
'CAC Review of DEIR: 

| Topic #7--Project Funding 
‘CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #8—Misc. Topics 


‘CAC Review of DEIR: Review of Executive 
| ‘Summary & Wrap-up 
| ‘CAC Review of DEIR: Additional Meeting 


10-Jul-2001 .. 
‘time 


CAC Review of DEIR: Additional Meeting 


| : | 
Wed. 18-Jul-2001 (it needed) 


30-May-2001 


Mon. | 04-Jun-2001 


13-Jun-2001 


20-Jun-2001 


25-Jun-2001 


/ ‘ 
’ t ——_—__—_—_—__ A ——— 
11. | Mon. | 23-Oct-2000 'Alternatives Evaluation |Egan Center, NU 


ee | 


450 Dodge Hall, NU 
|Egan Center, NU 
450 Dodge Hall, NU 


[Egan Center, NU 


Egan Center, NU 
‘Egan Center, NU 
96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


Egan Center, NU 


‘Egan Center, NU 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


|450 Dodge Hall, NU 


440 Egan Center, NU 


440 Egan Center, NU 


440 Egan Center, NU 
'450 Dodge Hall, NU 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


450 Dodge Hall, NU 
96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


|440 Egan Center, NU 


450 Dodge Hall, NU 


to be determined 


440 Egan Center, NU 
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The MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, 
the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline 


invite you to the attend the first meeting of the 


Citizens Advisory Committee 
for the 


to be held 
Wednesday, September 29, 1999 
6:00 P.M. 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 
96 The Fenway, Kerr Hall (Second Floor), Boston 


In 1996 and 1998, flooding of the Muddy River caused nearly $100 million in property damage to 
residences, businesses, institutions and the transportation system in proximity to it. The Muddy River 
Restoration Project will implement a flood mitigation and bank-to-bank restoration program for this 


Emerald Necklace waterway and its waterparks. Under MEPA regulations, the CAC serves as an advisory § 


body to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs, Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the project's 
i 4 ; proponents. . ‘Sete 


Please feel free to share this invitation with colleagues and your organization’s 
membership. 


For further questions on this meeting, call Ms. Laura Rome, MEPA Office at 
617-626-1030. 


Parking is available at the Forsyth Dental School lot on Hemenway Street. 
The Northeastern University and Fenway Park subway stops are closest to 96 The Fenway. 
The facility is handicapped accessible. 
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CAC September 29, 1999 


Meeting Agenda 


----to be attached at a later date---- 
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EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 
29 SEPTEMBER 1999 


Meeting moderated by Jane Wells, 
Deputy Director, Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution. 


I. Welcome by Betsy Shure Gross, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 


II. MEPA Procedures presented by Laura Rome 


CAC’s job is to make sure that the project avoids environmental 
impacts, and if there are impacts that they be minimized and mitigated 
as much as possible. 

The CAC is an advisory review body which will see segments of the 
work presented a minimum of one month before the official 
submission to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 

Conflict of interest issues are resolved with the fact that the CAC is a 
review body not an approval body and that full disclosure of all 
committee members will be requested. 

The Secretary’s certificates on the project identifies issues and the CAC 
as part of the public participation process. 


Ill. Facilitator Introductions by Fredie Kay, Office of Dispute Resolution 


The Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution fundamental mission 
is consensus building and project facilitation. 

The facilitator offers the project a neutral party as “Chair” and 
moderator. 


TV. | CAC Procedures by Jane Wells, Office of Dispute Resolution 


The CAC members who are representing groups need to communicate 
with their respective memberships and bring the various views to the 
meetings, as well as sharing the discussions with their members. 

The twenty-nine CAC members will be working to achieve consensus 
on issues which will be offered to the project proponent (The Boston 
Parks and Recreation Department). No formal votes will be taken. 
Individual divergent views will be handled on a case by case basis. 
Project modifications will be re-reviewed by the CAC. 

Individuals may still communicate with project proponent. 
Statements from the CAC may still happen after the formal 
submission. 

Meetings will be held from 6-8 p.m. 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting Summary 
29 September 1999 


Vil. 


VII. 


e Discussion progression will begin with the CAC members exploring 
an issue, after which the chair will recognize other attending 
individuals for their comments. 

e Non-CAC members should work with or through the committee 
members. 

e CAC procedures may be modified as operational issues come up. 


Member Introductions 
Jane Wells requested each CAC member to state their expectations for this 
project. 


Christine Cooper: When does the shovel go into the ground? 

June Hatfield: To return tranquility and wildlife back to Olmsted, but for modern times. 
Suzanne Comtois: Water quality needs to be resolved and the neighborhood connection. 
Ed Cutler: Restored aquatic habitat, no more basement flooding, balanced ecosystem. 
George Karakis: Improve Fens and Muddy River, so it looks and works better. 

Gary Hilderbrand: Responsible and realistic solutions to historic landscape preservation. 
Hugh Mattison: How do we maintain it? 

Paul Mentag: Common vision making and a restored natural landscape. 

Fran Gershwin: Speed up restoration, insure no more flooding, facilitate process. 

Jane Pfister: Landscape integrity, BMP’s, long-term maintenance. 

Frances Kemp: Find permanent solutions to siltation problems. 

Alan Goodman: Address quality-of-life issues of EN, no more flooding. 

Eileen Woodford: Preservation of EN in a modern age. 

Margaret Dyson: Successful balance between historic preservation and wetlands. 
Fredericka Veikley: Find a way to make the water work. 

Pam DiBona: Concern about healthy water, beauty, habitat, flooding, and public access. 
Kate Bowditch: Thorough process, and does best for water quality, flooding, and habitat. 
Richard Heath: Restore the brilliant original design. 

George Haggerty: Fix the functions—as a park, flooding, water quality. 

Lauicii ivicies: Acilieve balance between hisioric preservation and enviionaental vatues. 


Irene Gillis: Priority 1 flooding; 2 water quality; wants technical experts to review work. 


Staff Introductions by Commissioners Justine Liff and Tom DeMaio 
Each commissioner stated their support and enthusiasm for the project 
and thanked the CAC members for volunteering their time. 


Emerald Necklace History by Fran Beatty 
A pictorial history of the original design and its modern evolution was 
presented for orientation. 


Questions & Answers/ Materials Review 

CAC members were given a briefing package including an Emerald 
Necklace Brochure, Emerald Necklace Master Plan Preliminary Galley 
with maps, the project ENF, and a CAC member list. 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Meeting Summary | 
29 September 1999 


Audience member stated that law enforcement representation should 
be on the CAC. | 

Public safety issues should be forwarded to the appropriate 
municipality. The ENCAC charge is to review the various projects 
within the Emerald Necklace which may be presented overtime. 

One request was to improve the water quality and get the Muddy 
River back to a Class A water designation. 

Another comment was that dredging should be minimized. 

A request was made to daylight the parcel in front of Landmark 
Center. 

Another request was made to connect the Necklace to the Esplanade. 


IX. Meetings Schedule 
The next meeting was scheduled for 26 October at 6:00 p.m. [notice 
previously sent]. A meeting schedule was distributed [which is now 
under review and verification]. 
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BOSTON 


) Thomas M. Menino, Mayor 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 15 October 1999 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 

RE: Meeting Notice and Agenda 


The next CAC meeting is confirmed for: 


Tuesday, October 26 

6:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


The Agenda is as follows: 


A. Welcome . Fredie Kay, Ex. Director 
) : Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution 
Me TE Oe CO EE eS or Alga LAT fs 


e B. ‘Administration Issues 


C. “The Role of Water in Frederick Law Olmsted’s Park Design” 
Dr. Charles E. Beveridge, Historian — 


D. Emerald Necklace and Franklin Park Master Plans: 
Methodology and Recommendations 


E. Adjourn 


Administrative Notes: 1) The September 29% meeting summary will be distributed at 
the next CAC meeting. Future summaries will be mailed (or emailed) to CAC members 
prior to the subsequent meeting. Corrections or brief additions need to be sent in 
writing to Fran Beatty at the Boston Parks Department's address or email to 
beatty@ci.boston.ma.us. These changes will be attached to the next set of meeting 
summaries. 2) We are still working on the six month meeting schedule. The schedule 
will rotate the meetings throughout the days of the week with the hope to minimize the 
number of meetings that any one member must miss. 


We look forward to seeing you on the 26". 


Boston Parks and Recreation Department ¢ Justine M. Liff, Commissioner 
1010 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel.: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173 
Oo EPs 


EMERALD NECKLACE 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


AGENDA 
26 October 1999 


A. Welcome Fredie Kay, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution 


B. Administration Issues Fredie Kay 


C. “The Role of Water in Frederick Law Olmsted's Park Design” 
Dr. Charles E. Beveridge, Historian 


D. Emerald Necklace and Franklin Park Master Plans: 
Methodology and Recommendations 
Marion Pressley, Pressley Associates, Inc. 
Fran Beatty, Boston Parks Department 


E. Adjourn 


Administrative Notes: 
1) The September 29% meeting summary will be distributed at the next CAC 


2) 


meeting. Future summaries will be mailed (or emailed) to CAC members 
prior to the subsequent meeting. Corrections or brief additions need to be 
sent in Bane to Fran Beatty at the Boston Parks Department’s address or 
email to beatty@ci.boston.ma.us. These changes will be attached to the next set 
of meeting summaries. 

We are still working on the six month meeting schedule. The schedule will 
rotate the meetings throughout the days of the week with the hope to 
minimize the number of meetings that any one member must miss. 


MEMORANDUM 


DATE: February 7, 1999 

aU: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 

RE: Meeting Notice and Agenda 


The next CAC meeting is confirmed for: 


Monday, February 28, 2000 

6:00 p.m. — 8:00 p.m. 

Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


The Agenda is as follows: 


1. Welcome Fredie KayMA, CAC Facilitator 
MA Office of Dispute Resolution 


ll. MEPA Presentation Jay Wickersham, Director, MEPA 
Scope and Role of the CAC 


Ill. Introduction of Consultants 


IV. Consultant Presentation 
e Project Overview 
e CAC Topics and Schedule 


V. Discussion of: 
e Overview 
e Topics 


VI. Schedule Of Topics & Wrap Up 
We look forward to seeing you on the 28. Please note that no meeting summaries are 


being offered, since the presentation was a briefing of the Emerald Necklace and 
Franklin Park Master Plans. The plans themselves offer the best reference. 
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BOSTON PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
TOWN OF BROOKLINE 


FUNDING AGENCIES 


PROGRAM MANAGER City of Boston 
Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade and Douglas Town of Brookline 
BWSC 
DEM 


CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMA 
HUD 
ADVOCACY/CIVIC GROUPS ARMY COE 


PROJECT CONSULTANT CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS 


Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 
PROJECT SUBCONSULTANTS 
Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc. 
Pressley and Associates, Inc 
Vanasse, Hangen, Brustilin, Inc. 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT | | PERMITTING | DESIGN| | CONSTRUCTION 


ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Overview and CAC Topics 
February 28, 2000 

David Noonan PE, 

Bruce Conklin PE, 

Carlton Noyes 


Page 1 


Staff and Roles 


m Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 
— David Noonan, P.E. 
— Bruce Conklin, P.E. 
— Paul Demit 
m Jason M. Cortell and Associates, Inc. 
— Jason M. Cortell 
— Carlton Noyes 


Staff and Roles 


m Pressley and Associates, Inc. 


— Marion Pressley, FASLA 
— Gary Claiborne 


m Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. 


— Joseph Magni 
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Additional Subconsultants (1 of 2) 


Green International Affiliates, Inc. - Topographic 
Survey, Wetland Flag Survey 


m LEC Environmental - Habitat Studies 
m GConn - Construction Consulting 


m GeoTek Engineering - Geotechnical borings, 
Sediment Sampling 


CDM Jessberger - Geotechnical Engineering 


Additional Subconsultants (2 ot 2) 


m Dr. Charles Beveridge - Historian 
m AMRO - Laboratory Analytical Testing 


™ Toxikon - Laboratory Analytical Testing 
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Phase 1 Project Area 
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Project Objectives 


@ Provide flood control 

@ Improve water quality 

m Enhance aquatic / riparian habitat 

m Restore landscape and historic resources 


m Institute Best Management Practices (BMP) in 
Muddy River system 
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Project Elements 


m@ Environmental Impact Report / Environmental 
Assessment (EIR/EA) 


@ Preliminary Design 
m Permitting 
m Final Design 


m@ Construction Services 


Phase 1 Project (1 of 3) 


@ Phase 1 is first part of multiphase project 


m MEPA Certificate identifies Phase 1 scope and 
Annual Updates 
m@ Phase 1 area includes: 


— Charlesgate, Back Bay Fens, Riverway 
— Leverett Pond, Willow Pond, Ward’s Pond 
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Phase 1 Project (2 of 3) 


m Phase 1 Scope includes: 


— Flood control 

— Water quality improvements 

— Habitat enhancement 
Best Management Practices Plan for watershed 
Develop historic landscape restoration plan 
Restoration of disturbed landscape areas 


Phase 1 Project @ of 3) 


m Post-Phase 1 Work 
— Continue landscape restoration and 
improvements 
Continue historic restoration 
Traffic improvements 
Bridge / building restoration 
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Phase 1 Project Area 


Riverway 


Charlesgate Area Project 


Charlesgate 
Project Area 
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Phase 1 Project(s) after Charlesgate 


m Alternative projects identified in Environmental 
Impact Report / Environmental Assessment 


@ Construction contract(s) identified and packaged 


Work Elements 


m Master Schedule 
= Environmental Impact Report / Environmental 
Assessment 
— Describe existing conditions 
— Analyze project alternatives 
— Describe impacts of proposed project(s) 
— Mitigation measures for project(s) 
— Monitoring & Maintenance (Post Construction) 


m Engineering Elements 


— Mitigation of Impacts 
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Culvert and Channel Staging Area 
Operations Study 


Project BMP 
Phasing Options 


Evaluate Dredging Traffic Studies 
Options 


Parks and 
Recreation Neighborhood 


ffi 
Quality Traffic 


Historic Resources Rare Species / 
Habitat 


Page 9 


Preliminary 

Schedule [2000 2001 [ 2002 | 2003 
| at | a2 [a3 | os | at | a2 | a3 | « | at | a2 | a3 | a | at | a | 

Master Schedule 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Charlesgate Permits 

Preliminary Design‘ 

Data Collection? 

Field Services* 

Charlesgate Construction Documents 

Chariesgate Services During Const. 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Permits 

Construction Documents 

Services During Construction 


MB = Included In $7.1 million initial funding 


Proposed CAC Meeting Topics - 2000 (1 of 2) 


Project Alternative Identification 
BMP Alternatives 
Rare Species / Habitat Improvements 


Historic Resources Evaluation 
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Proposed CAC Meeting Topics - 2000 (2 of 2) 


Culvert / Open Channel Options / July & August 
Dredging & Disposal Options 


Staging Areas / Traffic and Sept 
Pedestrian Issues 


Alternatives Evaluation and Cost October 
Mitigation / Implementation November 


EIR/EA Presentation December 


Questions and Answers 
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Muddy River Restoration Project 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — February 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1s 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome 
Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


II MEPA [Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act] Presentation 
Jay Wickersham, Director, MEPA 


Ill Introduction of Consultants 
Fran Beatty, Senior Landscape Architect, Boston Parks and Recreation Dept. 


IV Consultant Presentation 


David Noonan, P.E., Vice President, Camp Dresser & McKee 
Bruce Conklin, P.E., Vice President, Camp Dresser & McKee 
Carlton Noyes, Jason M. Cortell and Associates 


V Discussion of Presentation and CAC Meeting Topics 


VI Schedule of CAC Meeting Topics 


Summary 
II MEPA Presentation 


Jay Wickersham provided an overview of the MEPA regulations. Mr. Wickersham 
emphasized that the key goals of the environmental review process is to insure overall project 
external coordination and insure that review of projects is done in a very public manner. He 
then summarized the MEPA process for the Muddy River Restoration Project. Two 
certificates were issued by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs relating to the ENF. The 
first certificate outlined the scope of work for the EIR process. The second certificate outlined 
the process for the Special Review Procedure for the project. Mr. Wickersham stated that the 
provisions of the Special Review Procedure set up the CAC in order to expand public review 
and input on the project. The CAC is a diverse group representing many constituencies 
interested in the Muddy River. The primary responsibilities of the CAC are to: 


y Advise the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


CAC Meeting Summary — February 28, 2000 
Page 2 


2. Review and comment on the documents prepared as part of the EIR process 


Mr. Wickersham also added that all EIR submittals by or on behalf of the Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department, shall be submitted to the CAC 30 days prior to their distribution to the 
public. 


Questions 


What is the significance between the partnering agencies Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) and MEPA? 


The MOU is not a jurisdictional issue to the MEPA review process. 
Who will prepare the environmental review documents as required by the MEPA process? 


The Boston Parks and Recreation Department and its consultants will prepare the 
environmental review documents. The public will have opportunities to provide input, review 
and comments on the documents. 


A request was made for members of the CAC to publicly disclose their professional affiliations 
in an effort to identify any potential conflict of interest situations. 


Freddie Kay, CAC Facilitator, will take comments from members of the CAC for 
consideration on this issue. 


When will the public receive responses to the comments they submitted on the Environmental 
Notification Form (ENF) for this project? 


Responses to all comments submitted on the ENF will be published in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. 2. cate 


Ill Introduction of Consultants 

Fran Beatty presented a project organization chart, see attached, that illustrates the 
coordination between the project funding agencies, CAC, program manager, project consultant 
team, and the Boston Parks and Recreation Department. 


Ms. Beatty explained the role of the Program Management consultant, John Burckhardt, 
Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB), to support and assist the Parks and Recreation Department in the 
day-to-day management tasks of the Muddy River Restoration Project. Mr. Burckardt can be 


reached at the Boston Parks Department at 635-4505 or at jburckardt@ci. boston.ma.us. 


Ms. Beatty then explained the role of the Engineering consultant, Camp Dresser & McKee 
(CDM) and its subconsultants. 


CAC Meeting Simran February 28, 2000 
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IV _— Consultant Presentation 
A copy of the presentation made by the Camp Dresser & McKee team is included as 
Attachment 2. 


The role of Camp Dresser & McKee and its subconsultants was summarized. The project 
objectives were reviewed and include: 


Provide flood control 

Improve water quality 

Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 

Restore landscape and historic resources 

Institute Best Management Practices (BMP) in the Muddy River system 


The project elements were also reviewed and include: 


Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
Preliminary Design 

Permitting 

Final design 

Construction services 


The Muddy River Restoration Project is also known as Phase I in the context of a larger multi- 
phase Emerald Necklace improvement and restoration program as described in the ENF. 


The details of each project element of Phase I were presented. In addition, the scope and 
schedule of the Charlesgate piece of the project was discussed. The Charlesgate piece will 
move into construction after the Certificate from the Secretary of Environmental Affairs is 
issued on the Draft EIR. 


Bruce Conklin, CDM’s Project Manager, emphasized that the EIR process will include an 
evaluation and assessment of project alternatives, identification of all project impacts and 
proposed mutigatiun measuies for aii potential impacts 


The preliminary project schedule was presented in summary form and includes: 


Projected Projected 
Element Start End 
EIR Qi 2000 Q2 2001 
Preliminary Design Q1 2000 Q3 2000 
Final Design Q4 2000 Q3 2001 
Construction Q3 2001 Q1 2003 


Charlesgate (construction) Q2 2001 Q3 2001 
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V Discussion 


Following the presentation by the CDM consultant team the following questions were asked by 
CAC members and others present. 


Why is the Charlesgate piece of the project moving into construction sooner than the 
remaining parts of the project? 


Jay Wickersham responded by stating that the Phase I Waiver that is part of the Secretary’s 
Certificate, describes why the Charlesgate piece is moving ahead. The construction impacts of 
the Charlesgate work are relatively minimal but the flood control benefits of this project are 
great. 


When will the construction staging areas be identified and impacts evaluated. This issue is of 
great concern to the Fenway Garden Society? 


Construction staging areas will be identified and evaluated during the EIR process and they 
will be specifically discussed at the proposed September 2000 CAC meeting. 


Use of the term “Historic Landscape Restoration Plan” can be confusing and will mean 
different things to different people depending on their discipline. 


Marion Pressley responded for the CDM team and said that “Historic Landscape Restoration 
Plan” will be changed to “Historic Landscape Treatment Plan” to avoid the potential confusion 
of what this work will include. 


A concern was expressed about the project objective “restore landscape and historic 
resources” was listed as fourth among the primary project objectives. Further, an evaluation 
of the arboricultural needs to be done prior to the identification of staging areas. 


David Noonan responded for the CDM team and said that all project objectives are integrated 
and the evaluation of project impacts will be done in a holistic manner. Noonan added that the 
order of CAC topics is not in order of OO ter «eee See e+ etre 


There appears to be a lot of conflicting values and objectives. Will a functions and values 
analysis be conducted and how will the consultants work together? 


The consultant team acknowledged the competing and conflicting interests and discussed how 
some resources, i.e. wetlands, are governed by federal and state laws and regulations, and — 
federal the historic landscape treatment requirements. ) 


The Muddy River Restoration Project is a flood control project first and foremost. In addition, 
the consultant team should remember that the Back Bay Fens of today is different from what 
Olmsted envisioned. The Muddy River System has to be elastic and the consultant team should 
be flexible in its approach to the restoration aspects of this project. 


The project team acknowledges that they need to take a flexible approach and that the project 
objectives can be complimentary. 


CAC Meeting Summary — February 28, 2 
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In evaluating potential habitat improvements, concern was expressed about the existing, 4 
common and ordinary wildlife, particularly the bird habitat. 


The habitat identification and assessment will consider all habitats and include an evaluation 
on protection and improvement of habitat. 


A follow-up request was made to modify the habitat protection objective and refer to it as 


habitat protection and enhancement. 


VI Schedule of CAC Meeting Topics 


Bruce Conklin presented the proposed topics and schedule of CAC meetings and the rational 
for the schedule and topics. 


There was general discussion regarding the CAC meeting topics and the sequencing of topics 
Bruce Conklin explained that the sequencing of topics is based upon the timing of when each 
aspect of the project is conducted and may be revised once the master schedule is prepared. 


The meeting topics and their sequencing were generally agreed upon by the CAC and all 
agreed that the schedule is flexible enough to accommodate any unanticipated changes in the 
project schedule as we proceed. 


Follow-Up Actions 


1. The CAC requested that a glossary of key project terms be developed and updated 
regularly. A preliminary glossary will be created for the next CAC meeting. { 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Thursday, March 30, 2000 
6:00 PM. 


The subject of the meeting will be a presentation and review of proposed project alternatives 
that will be further evaluated through the MEPA environmental review process. 4 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 8, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice; Other Information 


The next CAC meeting is confirmed for: 


Thursday, March 30, 2000 

6:00 p.m. — 8:30 p.m. 

Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


Agenda Topic: Project Alternative Identification 


The objective is to identify specific Project Alternatives that achieve the project goals. These 
alternatives also include the no-action alternative. 


Introduction of Project Management Consultant 


The Boston Parks and Recreation Department has retained a Project Management consultant, 
Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB), to assist in the day-to-day management tasks of the Muddy River 
Restoration Project. John F. Burckardt, P. E., of PB will be working in the Boston Parks 
Department offices assisting Fran Beatty. John is a civil engineer with both a B. S. and M. S. 
from Northeastern University and over 20 years experience with transportation and major urban 
drainage projects. 


John will be responsible for such tasks as managing the design consultant team, overseeing the 
project budget, and being the liaison with the CAC and the various agencies involved. 


If you have any questions, such as meeting dates and times, or would like to request additional 
information on a topic related to a meeting topic, please contact John. All technical comments 
should also be directed to John. You can reach him as follows: 


John F. Burckardt, P. E. 

c/o Boston Parks and Recreation 
1010 Massachusetts Avenue 
Boston, MA 02118 


Phone: (617) 635-4505 x 6517 
Fax: (617) 635-3256 


E-mail: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 


Procedural Information: 


Meeting Notices: The Boston Parks and Recreation Department will send out meeting notices in 
advance of each meeting. These notices will include the meeting agenda. From time to time, the 
notices may also include “read ahead” information, which will assist you in your preparation for 
the meeting. 


Meeting Summaries: After each CAC meeting, a Meeting Summary will be distributed. The 
Summaries will contain an outline of the meeting topics and a brief summary of discussions. 
They will not attempt to describe in detail the discussions, but the consensus of the group and 
follow-up action items. 


Once the Meeting Summary is distributed, CAC members will have 7 calendar days to review 
and submit written comments on the Summary. Written comments should be directed to John 
Burckardt and submitted by fax or e-mail. (See fax number and e-mail address on the other side.) 
Comments must be written, to assure accuracy. The Meeting Summaries will not be amended 
and re-issued, but the written comments will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


Requests for Information: CAC members are invited to request additional information or 
submit questions to the Department and the consulting engineers to aid in the review of the 
project issues. These requests need to be in writing and submitted within one week after the CAC 
meeting. Requested information will be distributed to the entire CAC. The distribution may be 
included with the meeting notice, or it may be distributed at a CAC meeting. Please contact John 
Burckardt to make your information request. 


Project Update: 


Field Work: You may notice surveyors and wetlands specialists already at work along the 
Muddy River and the Fens. This is the beginnings of the work by our design consultant team. 
These professionals will provide information on baseline conditions such as topography, precise 
locations of trees, and establishing the boundaries of the wetland resource areas. This work will 


continue into the springtime. 
¢ 


Emerald Necklace 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Egan Research Center, Northeastern University 
Room 240 — Raytheon Amphitheater 
Thursday, March 30, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 
Agenda 


I. Welcome, Scheduling & Other Administration Issues 


Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


II. Consultant (Camp, Dresser & McKee) Presentation: 
Project Alternatives (including Charlesgate) 
Regulatory/Technical aspects 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
CDM/Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Carlton L. Noyes, Sr. Environmental Scientist 
Jason M. Cortell And Associates Inc. 


III. Questions and Answers, Wrap Up 


H:burckardt\CAC Meetings \CACAgendaMarch30.2001 doc 


Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Alternatives for 
Evaluation 
March 30, 2000 


Bruce Conklin PE, 
Carlton Noyes 


Project Objectives 


Provide flood control 

Improve water quality 

Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 

Restore landscape and historic resources 


Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
in the Muddy River system 


Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (1 of 3) 


Alternatives: 


= Daylight culverted sections of the Muddy River (former Sears 
Lot, adjacent to Avenue de Louis Pasteur) 
- No action 
- Engineered channel 
“Natural” replacement 
m= Culvert replacement (adjacent to former Sears Lot and 
Avenue de Louis Pasteur) 
- Noaction 
- Culvert enlargement 
- Jacked culvert 


Phase 1 Project Area 
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Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (2 of 3) 


=m Open channel areas of Muddy River 
- No Action 


Dredge the Charlesgate Area only 


Partially dredge a flood control channel in 
the Back Bay Fens and spot dredging in 
the Riverway 
Fully dredge the Back Bay Fens, Riverway 
and other sections of the Muddy River to 
Ward’s Pond 

= Flood proofing of property 

= Upstream storage 


Dredging Sediments 


Leverett Pond 
7 i sel fy § mn 


Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (3 of 3) 


= Alternative types of dredging 

- Dredge in the dry 

- Drag line dredging 

- Environmental clamshell bucket dredging 
Gradall dredging 
Conventional hydraulic dredging 
High solids hydraulic dredging (Toyo-type 
pump) 


f Mudcat Dredge 


Se NN eae 
Dewatering Sediments 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 


= No Action 
= Dredging 
- Reduces heavy metals and organic compounds in 
sediments 
- Reduces oxygen demand and nutrient recycling 


= Point Source Control 
- Eliminate illegal sewer connections 


Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 


- Sewer separation 


Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 


Water Quality Degradation 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (2 of 2) 


= Implement Best Management Practices (non-point source 
control) 
- Reduces suspended solids loading and floatables 


- Reduce discharges of runoff contaminants 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


m= Flow Augmentation (Charles River, Stony Brook, Jamacia Pond, 
Chestnut Hill, Brookline Reservoirs) 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 
m In-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 


m= Off-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


= Harvesting Aquatic Vegetation 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
No Action 


Dredging 
- Reduces bio-accumulation in endemic species 
- Increases aquatic/riparian habitat 

Point Source Control 


- Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 
Implement Best Management Practices (non-point source 
control) 


- Reduces suspended solids loading and discharges of 
runoff contaminants improving aquatic habitat 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (2 of 2) 


= Flow Augmentation 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
In-Stream Aeration 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Off-Stream Aeration 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Remove non-native invasive species 

- Increases bio-diversity 
Plant Wetland and Riparian Vegetation 

- Increases species bio-diversity, habitat and edge effect 
Restore historic islands 


Protects riparian habitat 


1924-25 - Water vegetation has aquatic and upland plantings, 
(Thomas Ellison, photographer, Frederick Law Olmsted National 
Historic Site). 
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1907 - View downstream from Chapel St. Bridge 
(American Landscape Architecture, 192%). 


1920 - Boston Park System Muddy River Improvement. View 

upstream from the Longwood Avenue Bridge, twenty-eight years 
after construction (Thomas Ellison, photographer, Frederick Law 
Olmsted National riistoric Site). 
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Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscaping and Historic Resources 
(1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
= No Action 
= Develop a Treatment Planting Plan to respect the Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan, 1990 (“the continuum”) 
- Develop a historic landscape treatment plan 


- Fully dredge the Muddy River and thereby restoring the 
historic drainage capacity 


Remove non-native invasive species 


Daylight and restore the culverted section at Avenue de 
Louis Pasteur and former Sears parking lot 


Restore the historic islands in the Muddy River 


Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscaping and Historic Resources 
(2 of 2) 


Restore the island and banks at Avenue de Louis Pasteur 
to the Olmsted design 


Enhance wetland and riparian habitat using as much of 
the Olmsted species list as possible 


= Develop a Treatment Planting Plan to respect the Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan, 1990 (“the continuum”) 
- Develop a historic landscape treatment plan 


- Fully dredge the Muddy River and thereby restoring the 
historic drainage capacity 


Remove non-native invasive species 


Daylight and restore the culverted section at Avenue de 
Louis Pasteur and former Sears parking lot 


Restore the historic islands in the Muddy River 


HISTORIC LANDSCAPE 
OLMSTED TREATMENTS OF 
DESIGN THE MUDDY RIVER 


URBAN RUNOFF 
WETLANDS REGS 
TRAFFIC 


Project Objective: 
Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
the Muddy River System (1 of 3) 


Alternatives: 


= No Action 
= Implement Best Management Practices - Source Control 
Options 


- Public education (NS) 
- Material disposal and recycling (NS) 


- Spill prevention - Underground and above ground storage 


tank program (NS) 

Illegal dumping control (NS) 

Illicit connection control 
Detection/removal (S/NS) 

Incentives for private BMPs 

Increase permeable surface in watershed 


NS - Non structural options, S - Structural options 
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Project Objective: 
Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
the Muddy River System (2 of 3) 


= Implement Best Management Practices - Source Control Options 
(continued) 


-  Street/storm drain maintenance 
Repair/replace roadway curbing (S) 
Repair/replace sunken roadway catch basins (S) 
Install deep sump drop inlets on roadways (S) 
Repair washouts (S) 
ee ae catch basin cleaning and maintenance program 
N 
Develop street sweeping program (NS) 


NS - Non structural options, S - Structural options 


Sediment Storing Catch Basin 


Project Objective: 
Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
the Muddy River System (3 of 3) 


= Implement Best Management Practices - Treatment Control 
Options (S) 
- Install solids separation devices on existing storm 
sewers 


Install solids separation devices on new or retrofitted 
storm sewers 


Install wet or dry detention basins 

Install forebays 

Install infiltration trenches 

Water quality swales 

Install in-line sedimentation basins during dredging 


= Enforcement and Monitoring of BMPs 


NS - Non structural options, S - Structural options 


Typical Water Quality Swale 


Grass Filter Strip Length (25* Min.) 


Shallow Ponding Limit Pervious Berm 
(Sand/Gravel Mix) 


Slope Range 
—W—-> 2% Min -6% Max. 


Water Quality 
Treatment Volume 


PROFILE 


Typical End of 
Pipe Treatment 
Devices 


Oil Chamber 


ee 


Oll Barrier 
Grit Chamber 


Grit Settles 
Out 


Floatables 
Trapped 


Alternatives That Impact Objectives 


Daylight culvert sections 
Culvert replacement 
Dredge Chariesgate area 
Partially dredge the river 


Remove non-native invasive species 
Plant wetland/riparian vegetation 
Restore historic islands 


Develop treatment plan respecting master plan 
Develop treatment plan respecting periods of significance 


Source control BMPs 
Treatment contro! BMPs 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — March 390, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Scheduling & Other Administrative Issues 
Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


I Consultant (Camp Dresser & McKee) Presentation: 


Project Alternatives (including Charlesgate) 
Regulatory/Technical Aspects 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Carlton L. Noyes, Sr. Environmental Scientist 
Jason M. Cortell and Associates Inc. 


ul Questions and Answers, Wrap Up 


Summary 


I Welcome, Scheduling & Other Administrative Issues 


Fredie Kay opened the meeting and explained how the meeting marked the beginning of a new 
phase — because the consultants are now on-board and working on the project. She discussed 
the fact that up until now the CAC meetings have primaiily focused on background ; 
presentations about the Emerald Necklace and the CAC. Ms. Kay also highlighted the fact that 
at the last CAC meeting (February 28, 2000): 


e We met the proponent’s (i.e., Boston Parks & Recreation Department and the Town of 
Brookline) design consultants, Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) and those 
working with them including Jason M. Cortell and Associates and Pressley Associates; 

e CDM presented a list of topics for our next meetings, which tracks the topics that must 
be included in the Environmental Impact report (EIR), as required by the Certificate of 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Environmental Notification Form 


(ENF). 


Project Objective: 
List of Environmental Permits/Approvals 


Notice of Intent/Order of Conditions (310 CMR 10.00) - Boston 
& Brookline Conservation Commissions 


Water Quality Certification (314 CMR 9.00) - Department of 
Environmental Protection 


Department of the Army Permit (Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) - 
Army Corps of Engineers 


Ch.91 Waterways Licensing (310 CMR 9.00) - Department of 
Environmental Protection 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (CFR 
124.15) - Environmental Protection Agency 


Historic Preservation Act (Sect 106) 
- Massachusetts Historic Commission 
- Boston Landmarks 
- Brookline Preservation 


Questions and Answers 


CAC Meeting Summary — March 30, 2000 
Page 2 


Ms. Kay emphasized that as discussed at the last meeting by Jay Wickersham, Director of the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Office, the Secretary appointed the 
members of the Citizens Advisory Committee to give the Secretary comments, reactions, 
suggestions, etc. regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) as submitted by the 
proponents. 


Ms. Kay noted that the Secretary will be particularly interested in whether the CAC supports 
the DEIR — and the goal is for consensus where possible so that the project can move more 
quickly to implementation. However, the Secretary is also interested in knowing where and 
why the CAC disagrees with the DEIR. The CAC will receive the DEIR at least 30 days 
before it is submitted to the Secretary and it will be a considerable task to review the document 
and draft the CAC’s response(s) to it. 


Further, Ms. Kay highlighted, the Secretary anticipated that through this process and these 
meetings, the CAC members would have an opportunity to ask questions, give comments, and 
enter into a discussion with the project proponent (Boston Parks & Recreation Department and 
Town of Brookline) as it develops the DEIR. Therefore, if there are differences in views, the 
CAC might be able to explore options that would be acceptable for both the CAC and the 
project proponent. Thus, Ms. Kay explained, this CAC process is the CAC’s opportunity to 
impact and influence what will ultimately be reflected in the DEIR. 


Therefore, these upcoming meetings, which will be devoted to the topics that will be included 
in the DEIR, will be extremely important. It is at these meetings that members of the CAC 
will have an opportunity to ask questions, comment, and explore options with the consultants — 
and thus possibly impact the DEIR. Ideally, differences would be worked out in the meetings 
and the DEIR would reflect the compromises reached. The difficulty will be ensuring that all 
28 members of the CAC have an opportunity to ask questions, make comments, etc. 


A discussion followed which led to the following conclusions: 


1. Members of the CAC need to respect each other’s right to offer their opinions, and 
thereture wiil need io take turns talking, so that everyone on the CAC will have an 
opportunity to comment and participate. 


2. Due to: 1) the large number of CAC members and the importance of enabling all members 
to participate, 2) the CAC’s considerable task, and 3) the tight timeframe for both this 
project as a whole and the CAC meetings themselves, discussion during the CAC meetings 
will be limited to members of the CAC, EXCEPT that the 10 minutes prior to the 
conclusion of each meeting will be reserved for questions and comments from the general 
public who are welcome at the CAC meetings. The CAC agreed on the importance of 
leaving a full 10 minutes at the end of the meeting for questions and comments from non- 
CAC members so that the general public has an opportunity to provide input at the 
meetings. 


CAC Meeting Summary — March 30, 2000 
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3. To ensure that all members of the 28-member CAC have an opportunity to comment of ask 
questions, Ms. Kay asked, and the CAC agreed, that members wishing to speak would 
raise their hands and wait to be recognized before speaking. 


The question of how the CAC is to achieve consensus on specific issues was also raised. 

Laura Rome of MEPA responded that other CACs have handled this issue in different ways. 
In some cases, Ms. Rome explained that the project proponent was able to provide the CAC 
with specific sections of the DEIR document prior to its formal submittal. This process 

enables the CAC to review substantive information in advance, which is often helpful when 
trying to achieve consensus. 


The CDM team responded that for some sections of the DEIR document, it may be possible to 
provide a preliminary draft to the CAC. For other sections, particularly the sections that cover 
the evaluation of environmental impacts, this may not be possible given the schedule 
constraints. 


There were comments by CAC members regarding how consensus will be identified and 
documented. Several members felt that on some issues there will be general support and 
agreement and on other issues there may be a difference of opinions and positions. In those 
cases, it was suggested that a majority and minority view be articulated and documented for 
the record. 


A question was raised as to how the CAC would establish and conduct the post-meeting 
exchange of written commentary among members. Responses and written comments can be 
transmitted to John Burckardt, Boston Parks Department’s Project Manager. Mr. Burckardt 
will then distribute the comments to all CAC members. The Boston Parks and Recreation 
Department requested that written comments on specific issues be limited to 2-3 pages on a 
specific topic, if possible. 


The topic of a project web page was discussed. Fran Beatty noted that the project web page is 
under development. In its first stage, the web page will offer posted project information, such 
as meeting.schedule and summary notes. As future develonment aroceeds, mgasures for CAC_ 
discussion will be identified. 


A question was raised as to whether there should be sub-committees to facilitate the review of 
the DEIR. A discussion followed including a comment from Laura Rome that the MEPA 
Office has found that CACs generally work best when they work as a whole. She explained 
that this is because the make-up of the CACs is intentionally broad and the Secretary is 
interested in having all members of the CAC fully participated — i.e., participating in all the 
discussions. It was agreed that the CAC would work together as a whole for now and revisit 
this issue again as necessary. 


Fredie Kay then announced that 3-ring binders had been prepared for all members of the CAC. 
Fran Beatty explained that the purpose of the binders is for the CAC members to store 
presentation materials, meeting summaries, and other information and documentation that is 
distributed to them during the project. Meeting handout materials and meeting summaries will 
also be available to members of the public at each meeting. 


CAC Meeting Summary — March 30, 2000 
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CAC Meeting Schedule 
Ms. Kay transitioned to the topic of the CAC meeting schedule. Bruce Conklin explained that 


the master project schedule is complete and that may necessitate minor modifications to the 
CAC meeting schedule. 


Mr. Conklin explained that the DEIR presentation to the CAC would take place in March 
2001. He added that this date will enable the consultant team to complete all the tasks 
associated with the DEIR and provide substantive information on a monthly basis to the CAC 
in advance of each CAC meeting. Mr. Conklin explained that the alternative to this approach 
would be to compress the CAC meeting schedule in the Fall and hold more frequent CAC 
meetings between September and December. 


There was considerable discussion between CAC members and the project team regarding the 
schedule. Some CAC members commented that they would like to receive materials in 
advance of each meeting. Members explained that this will allow them to be better prepared to 
provide substantive input on the topic/issue at each meeting. However, CAC members also 
said that they do not want the schedule for publication of the DEIR delayed in order to 
accommodate their desire to have meeting materials distributed prior to each CAC meeting. 


Several schedule modifications were proposed and discussed, including ones that would extend 
the date of the DEIR submittal by at least a month. CAC members again expressed desire not 
to extend schedule and committed to attending more frequent CAC meetings in the Fall in 
order to stay on schedule for a DEIR submittal earlier than March 2000 


The CAC agreed that the scheduled April meeting will be moved to May 16 at a location to be 
determined. Furthermore, Mr. Conklin agreed that the CDM project team will review the 
master schedule and present a revised CAC meeting schedule that will likely include more 
frequent CAC meetings in order to compress the schedule and submit the DEIR to the CAC 
earlier than March 2000. 


A revised CAC meeting schedule will be distributed to the CAC prior to the next meeting. 


Il Consultant (Camp Dresser & McKee) Presentation: 

Project Alternatives (including Charlesgate) 
A copy of the presentation made by the Camp Dresser & McKee team is included as 
Attachment 2. 


Mr. Conklin began the presentation and explained that the purpose of this meeting is to 
develop a list of alternatives to meet the project objectives. Mr. Conklin explained that the 
project team developed a series of project alternatives that would meet the project objectives. 
They propose these alternatives be evaluated as part of the EIR process. In addition, if the 
CAC has additional alternatives, or would like to see some alternatives removed from the list, 
Mr. Conklin explained that the project team needs to know this information at this time. 
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[Please note that those additional alternatives proposed by the CAC and the public 
are indicated by italics in Attachment 2.] 


Before Mr. Conklin and Carl Noyes presented the alternatives, Mr. Conklin explained that 
many of the proposed alternatives are inter-related and meet more than one of the project 
objectives. Mr. Conklin emphasized that the project team would not be discussing mitigation 
measures for each alternative at this meeting because these will be covered in detail in 
subsequent meetings. 


Mr. Conklin and Mr. Noyes then went through the proposed alternatives for each of the project 
objectives: 


Provide flood control 

Improve water quality 

Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 

Restore landscape and historic resources 

Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the Muddy River system 


Discussion 


> A question was raised as to whether some of the daylighting options conflict with the 


historic restoration goal. The CDM team responded that some of the daylighting 
alternatives actually complement the landscape and historic resources restoration objective 
while others will conflict. 


The issue was raised of how to quantitatively measure and evaluate each alternative, and 
what is the quantifiable goal that is sought with respect to the improve flood control 
objective. The CDM team responded that there will be a quantitative evaluation of each 
project alternative as they relate to the project objectives, such as flood control. At this 
point, there is no benchmark or specitic level of flood control reduction that the project 
team will be looking to meet. Regarding some of the water quality improvement ee 
alternatives, the quantitative goal or benchmark in some cases will be meeting permit 
requirements and other water quality regulations. 


The issue was raised over whether the project team would examine the temporal analysis 
of alternatives, that is, how the alternative will perform over time. For example, some 
alternatives, such as partial dredging, may quickly lose their benefit after they are 
completed. The CDM team responded that as part of the analysis of each alternative, the 
alternative’s benefit over time will be assessed. 
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» It was explained to the CAC that the Emerald Necklace Master Plan is an integral part of 
the Secretary’s Certificate and of the Memorandum of Agreement signed on November 4, 
1999. All project components will be required to acknowledge and respect all historic 
resources in the Emerald Necklace. 


Additional Alternatives for Consideration 


At this point in the meeting, the forum was open to discuss other alternatives that the CAC 
requests be evaluated. Each requested alternative was identified but the merits of each were 
not discussed. Listed below is a summary of the additional CAC requested alternatives. 


Objective: Provide Flood Control 


e Upstream Storage (e.g., storage within the watershed along one of the tributaries to the 
Muddy River) 
e Removal of obstruction under Ipswich Street Bridge 


Criteria: Sequencing 
Implementation/Feasibility 
Life Cycle Effectiveness 


Objective: Improve Water Quality 


e Review aeration technologies (e.g., rock-babbling areas, mechanical aeration, non- 
traditional methods, ranges of energy sources for mechanical aeration, and adding bends in 
the river) 

e Flow augmentation by directing flow into the Muddy River from sources such as the Stony 
Brook conduit, Jamaica Pond, Chestnut Hill Reservoir or Brookline Reservoir 

e Harvesting of aquatic vegetation, or, in general, use of plants that improve water quality 


Objective: Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat 
Criteria: Benthic habitat impacts 

Objective: Restore Landscape and Historic Resources 
Note: the CAC discussed the following alternatives for this objective. In discussion, 
members of the CAC stressed the importance of the historic resources. The 
alternatives presented by the consultant team were: 
- Develop a Treatment Plan to respect that Emerald Necklace Master Plan, 1990 


(“the continuum”) 
- Develop a Treatment Plan to respect the Primary and Secondary Periods of 


Significance of the Parks 


CAC Meeting Summary — March 30, 2000 
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Objective: Multiple — Implementation and Evaluation of BMPs 


e Forebays, locations and historic issues 
e Incentive programs for BMP implementation by property owners 
e Measures to increase permeable surface in watershed 


Criteria: Enforcement and monitoring modalities of BMP 
implementation and Effectiveness 


Other Alternatives-Related Discussion 

> A question was raised regarding the alternative of better controlling the water level in the 
Charles River as a means of improving flood control in the Muddy River. Mr. Conklin 
stated that the project team will review this issue with the MDC. He added that CDM 
previously examined this issue when conducting hydraulic studies of the Muddy River for 
the Boston Water and Sewer Commission and EOEA. Based on this work, CDM had 
noted that the backwater effect of the Charles is not a critical factor provided that 
improvements are made to the culverts so that they can handle storm flows. However, the 
project team will provide the CAC with a summary of the protocols and operation of the 
Charles River Dam as part of its hydraulic analysis of project alternatives. 


> The suggestion was made that the project team consider an additional flow augmentation 
alternative that involves pumping water from Chestnut Hill or Brookline Reservoirs to the 
Muddy River. The project team will consider the feasibility of this alternative. 


Il Questions and Answers, Wrap Up 
There were no additional questions or comments. 


Follow-Up Actions 


1. The project team will provide the CAC with a revised preliminary meeting schedule. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Tuesday, May 16, 2000. 
Location TBD. 


[Subsequent to the meeting, the location was determined as the Faculty Center at 
Northeastern University, located at Kerr Hall, 96 Fenway in Boston.] 


Enclosures: § Attachment 1 — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
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BOSTON — 


.homas M. Menino, Mayor 


MUDDY RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT 


Date: 8 May 2000 
To: Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
From: Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


Re: | Muddy River Project Funding 


As you may know, the Army Corp of Engineers has been requested by Congress 
to review the The Emerald Necklace Environmental Notification Form dated 
January 1999. Their directive requires the Corp to analyze the plan holistically 
and determine which parts of the improvement program fits within their 
legislative mission. Congress has directed the Corp to report their findings by 

) June 2000. 


The difference with this particular review from previous studies is that the Corp 
will be including the flooding effects in the Stony Brook watershed and the 1996 
damages to the MBTA Kenmore station in their cost/benefit analysis. 


At the request of Representative Capuano’s office, the City of Boston and the 
Towii Gf Bisokline will be submitting support letters to Congress in anticipation 
of a Corps report favorable to participation in the Muddy River Restoration 
Project. (At this point in time, we do not know the degree of Corp involvement 
nor what aspects of the project they may be able to participate in.) The letters 
support the authorization and the appropriation of funds to the Corp. 


I have attached proposed draft support letters for your consideration. Please 
forward all comments to me before the CAC meeting on May 16". . For those 
members who wish to sign these letters, I will be bringing the final letters to the 
May 16% meeting. 


Thanks for your committed involvement in this important work. 


Boston Parks and Recreation Department « Justine M. Liff, Commissioner 
1010 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel.: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173 
ages 


o Mie 
May 8, 2000 Ng > 


The Honorable Bud Shuster 

Chairman 

House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
2165 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


The Emerald Necklace and Muddy River (the Muddy River), situated between Boston and Brookline, 
Massachusetts, needs full authorization for full design and construction as outlined in the Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department Master Plan, January 1999 (the Master Plan) in the Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA) 2000. 


Restoration of the Muddy River is one of the most important urban flood management and mitigation 
projects in our nation. A Citizen’s Advisory Committee has been established by the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts to work closely with the City of Boston , the Town of Brookline, local community groups, and 
businesses to determine the most environmentally sound and cost effective plan that would help to prevent future 
flooding of Boston's historic Fenway community, Brookline’s neighborhoods, and to restore the proper and intended 
flow of the Muddy River. 


To properly evaluate the Master Plan proposal, Congress requested the Army Corps to thoroughly consider 
the Master Plan for eligibility as an Army Corps led project. To properly address the flooding, only a proposal as 
comprehensive as the Master Plan can properly protect against additional expected economic and historic damages. 
The nature and scope of the Master Plan demands Army Corps leadership since the Corps is the most appropriate 
federal agency to head the larger and permanent mitigation and restoration proposal detailed in the plan. 


We therefore ask that you authorize the Emerald Necklace and Muddy River for full design and 
construction. 


We thank you for your attention to this project, which is critically important to preserve one of our nation's 


most historic landscape and cominunity resources, and ensure its SNVirviniciiia’ Gud counviuie Vitality. | © —--" 7 - -~ + 


Sincerely, 
Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


May 8, 2000 


Chairman 

Committee on Appropriations 

Subcomittee on Energy and Water Development 
U.S. House of Representatives 

2362B Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Ron Packard dp 4 is 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


The Emerald Necklace and Muddy River (the Muddy River), situated between Boston and Brookline, 
Massachusetts, needs a full appropriation for full design and construction as outlined in the Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department Master Plan, January 1999 (the Master Plan) in the Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA) 2000. 


Restoration of the Muddy River is one of the most important urban flood management and mitigation 
projects in our nation. A Citizen’s Advisory Committee has been established by the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts to work closely with the City of Boston , the Town of Brookline, local community groups, and 
businesses to determine the most environmentally sound and cost effective plan that would help to prevent future 
flooding of Boston's historic Fenway community, Brookline’s neighborhoods, and to restore the proper and intended 
flow of the Muddy River. 


To properly evaluate the Master Plan proposal, Congress requested the Army Corps to thoroughly consider 
the Master Plan for eligibility as an Army Corps led project. To properly address the flooding, only a proposal as 
comprehensive as the Master Plan can properly protect against additional expected economic and historic damages. 
The nature and scope of the Master Plan demands Army Corps leadership since the Corps is the most appropriate 
federal agency to head the larger and permanent mitigation and restoration proposal detailed in the plan. 


We therefore ask that you appropriate $1,000,000 to the Emerald Necklace and Muddy River for full 
design and censtruction. _ at: 


We thank you for your attention to this project, which is critically important to preserve one of our nation's 
most historic landscape and community resources, and ensure its environmental and economic vitality. 


Sincerely, 
Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


The names to send to authorizers for full authorization of the project are 


as follows: 


The Honorable Bud Shuster 

Chairman j 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U.S. House of Representatives 

2165 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable James Oberstar 

Ranking Member 

Committe on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U.S. House of Representatives . 

2163 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert . 
Chairman 

Committe on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 
U.S. House of Representatives 

B-376 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Robert Borski 

Ranking Member 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 
U.S. House of Representatives 

B-375 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Robert C. Smith 

Chairman 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Max Baucus 

Ranking Member 

Committee on Environment and Public Works 
U.S. Senate 

456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable George V. Voinovich 
Chairman 
Committee on Environment and Public Works, 


Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 


U.S. Senate 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Max Baucus 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Environment and Public Works, 


Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 


U.S. Senate 
508 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, pc 20510 


The names to send to appropriators for $1 eiiiions in FY 2001 are as follows: 


The Honorable Ron Packard 

Chairman 

Committee on Appropriations, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
U.S. House of Representatives 

2362B Rayburn House Office chores ad 
Washington, DC 20515 


The Honorable Peter J. Visclosky 

Ranking Member 

Committee on Appropriations, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
U.S. House of Representatives 

1016 Longworth House Office Building’ 
Washington, DC 20515 


(I think it's unecessary to send to the chairman and ranking member of the 


full House Appropriations Committee) 


The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 

Chairman 

Committee on Appropriations, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
U.S. Senate 

127 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


The Honorable Harry Reid 

Ranking Member 

Committee on Appropriations, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
U.S. Senate 

156 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 


MUDDY RIVER 
SUPPORT LETTERS FOR 
FUNDING 


LEGISLATIVE 
ADDRESSEES 


Place in Tab 8 of the CAC Workbook 


BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs) 
READ-AHEAD MATERIAL 


he implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) is necessary to improve 

water quality in the Muddy River and to reduce the volume of sediment that is 
washed into the river from the tributary storm drainage systems. The Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs, in writing the Certificate on the Environmental Notification Form 
(ENF), states that BMPs are necessary “to create and maintain high quality stormwater 
runoff, which will benefit both water quality and prevention of sedimentation.” BMPs 
will prolong the effectiveness of the flood control work to be implemented under the 
Muddy River Restoration Project. 


BMP implementation will occur throughout the 5.6-square mile watershed of the Muddy 
River. This includes public lands (streets, parks, parkways) maintained by various 
municipal and state agencies, such as Boston Water and Sewer Commission, Boston 
Parks & Recreation Department, Boston Public Works Department, Metropolitan District 
Commission, and the Brookline Department of Public Works. Each of these agencies 
already have some BMPs instituted. 


The presentation at the CAC meeting will include a description of BMPs currently in 
place within the watershed, examples of BMPs in the planning stages, and a comparison 
to the BMP programs in other municipalities. 


Read-Ahead Materials 


Attached are materials on BMPs taken from the web pages of the US Environmental 
Projection Agency (EPA) and the City of Seattle, Washington. Please review prior to the 
meeting. We understand that many on the CAC may be very familiar with BMPs, while 
others may be less familiar. We offer the enclosure so that all members have the 
opportunity to become familiar with this topic. 


Web Sites 


For additional information, try the EPA’s web page titled “Storm Water Best 
Management Practices (BMPs):” www.epa. ov/owmitnet/sw/bmps 


Place in Tab 8 of the CAC Workbook 


Abbreviations & Glossary 


Following are used on the EPA pages: 


BOD 
DOI 
EDB 
HHC 
IPM 
NOAA 


NPDES 
NPS 
OSDS 
POTW 
SWPPP 
TSS 
USEPA 


NPS 


OSDS 


POTW 


Biological Oxygen Demand 

U. S. Department of the Interior 

Ethlene dibromide -- a type of pesticide used in landscaping. 
Household hazardous chemical 

Integrated Pest Management 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration of the U. S. 
Department of Commerce 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Non-point source 

On-site disposal systems 

Publicly-Owned Treatment Works 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

Total Suspended Solids 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 


Non-point source contamination or pollution cannot be traced to any 
single location where it occurs. Examples include runoff from lawns 
containing pesticides, sand and salt applied to roadways, or animal 
excrement. The opposite of a non-point source is a point source, such as a 
pipe the discharges into a river. 

On-site disposal systems, commonly know as “septic systems,” include 
any type of system where domestic sewage is disposed of on-site. This is 
typically allowed only where public sewers do not exist. On-site disposal 


systems in Massachusetts fall under the regulations know as Title V. 


Publicly-Owned Treatment Work — typically refers to a municipal 
wastewater treatment plans. 


EPA Office of Wastewater Management 
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Storm Water Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


Sr EPA tt neucan tgucy 


Ciffice of Y/ater 


OFFICE OF WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT 


Storm Water Best Management Practices 


(BMPs) 


EPA Documents: 


Storm Water Management for Construction Activities: Developing 
Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, 


September 1992. EPA #832/R-92-005. Summary / full. 


Storm Water Management for Industrial Activities: Developing 
Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, 


September 1992. EPA #832/R-92-006. Summary / full. 


Storm Water Pollution Abatement Technologies, September 1994. 
EPA #W935 (Contact the Educational Resource Information 
Center (ERIC) at (800) 276-0462 or ericse @osu.edu). 


Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of 
Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters - Urban Chapter, January 
1993. EPA #840/B-93-001c.4 


Municipal Wastewater Management Facts Sheets: Storm Water 
Best Management Practices, September 1996. EPA #832/F-96- 


001.4 


http://www.epa.zov/owmitnet/sw/bmps/index.htm 


Page | ot 2 


Best Management Practices (BMPs) are schedules of activities, prohibitions of 
practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices designed to 
prevent or reduce the pollution of waters of the United States. BMPs also 
include treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control 
plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from 
raw sewage. BMPs may include structural devices or nonstructural practices. 


There is a wealth of information available through EPA documents and web 
sites on best management practices (BMPs) for controlling the quantity and 
quality of storm water runoff. Further references will be cited in the Storm 

Water Program bibliography. 


! To order the full document, contact EPA's Water Resources Center (WRC) at (202) 260- 
7786 or center.water-resource @epa.gov. 
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Web Sites: 


The National Storm Water Best Management Practices Database helps users 
assess the appropriateness of storm water runoff BMPs under various 


conditions. 


The Maryland Storm Water Design Manual provides comprehensive instruction 
on the many types and uses of storm water BMPs and their proper 
implementation. 


The Seattle BMP page presents information on surface water quality and 
various best management practices. 


The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans site summarizes the steps to start 
an industrial storm water pollution prevention plan, based on EPA's SWPPP 
Guidance and the State of New York's Storm Water permit for industrial 
activity. 


Other useful storm water links are also available. 


ee oe ee 


This page was last updated on September 28, 1999. ar \ Noe 
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SEPA arsed Protection Agency Watershod 
Office of Water pW ow 


TROT 


NPS 
Home 


snpse A. Pollution Prevention Management Measure 


3 : Implement pollution prevention and education programs to reduce nonpoint 
# source pollutants generated from the following activities, where applicable: 


e The improper storage, use, and disposal of household hazardous 
chemicals, including automobile fluids, pesticides, paints, solvents, etc.; 

e Lawn and garden activities, including the application and disposal of 
lawn and garden care products, and the improper disposal of leaves 
and yard trimmings; 

e Turf management on golf courses, parks, and recreational areas; 

e Improper operation and maintenance of onsite disposal systems; 

e Discharge of pollutants into storm drains including floatables, waste oil, 
and litter; 

e Commercial activities including parking lots, gas stations, and other 
entities not under NPDES purview; and 

e Improper disposal of pet excrement. 


1. Applicability 


This management measure is intended to be applied by States to reduce the 
generation of nonpoint source pollution in all areas within the section 6217 
management area. The adoption of the Pollution Prevention Management Measure 
does not exclude applicability of other management measures to those sources 
covered by this management measure. Under the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization 
Amendments of 1990, States are subject to a number of requirements as they 
develop coastal NPS programs in conformity with this management measure and 
will have flexibility in doing so. The application of management measures by States 
is described more fully in Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program: Program 
Development and Approval Guidance, published jointly by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 


2. Description 


This management measure is intended to prevent and reduce NPS pollutant 
loadings generated from a variety of activities within urban areas not addressed by 
other management measures within Chapter 4. Source reduction is considered 
preferable over waste recycling for pollution reduction (DOI, 1991; USEPA, 
1991). Everyday activities have the potential to contribute to nonpoint source 
pollutant loadings. Some of the major sources include households, garden and lawn 
care activities, turf grass management, diesel and gasoline vehicles, OSDS, illegal 
discharges to urban runoff conveyances, commercial activities, and pets and 
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domesticated animals. These sources are described below. By reducing pollutant 
generation, adverse water quality impacts from these sources can be decreased. 


a. Households 


Everyday household activities generate numerous pollutants that may affect water 
quality. Common household NPS pollutants include paints, solvents, lawn and 
garden care products, detergents and cleansers, and automotive products such as 
antifreeze and oil. The use and disposal of these products are chronic sources of 
pollution (Puget Sound Water Quality Authority, 1991). Table 4-25 summarizes 
estimated pollutant loadings from various household chemicals that may 
contaminate runoff. These pollutants are typically introduced into the environment 
due to ignorance on the part of the user or the lack of proper disposal options. 
Storm drains are commonly mistaken for treatment systems, and significant 
loadings to waterbodies result from this misconception. Other wastes and 
chemicals are dumped directly onto the ground (Washington State Department of 
Ecology, 1990). 


b. Improper Disposal of Used Oil 


The improper disposal of used oil and antifreeze can significantly degrade surface 
waters. The Washington Department of Ecology estimated that over 4.5 million 
gallons of used oil are dumped in Washington State each year. Of this total, 2 
million gallons eventually are discharged into the Puget Sound (USEPA, 1988). 
Such loadings can severely degrade surface waters. One quart of oil can 
contaminate up to 2 million gallons of drinking water; 4 quarts of oil can form an 
oil slick approximately 8 acres in size (University of Maryland Cooperative 
Extension Service, 1987). 


c. Landscape Maintenance and Turf Management 


The care of landscaped areas, including golf courses, can contribute significantly to 
nonpoint source pollutant loadings. The application of fertilizers and pesticides in 
coastal areas can be detrimental to surface waters. After a site is developed, a 
significant area of maintained landscape may be regularly treated with fertilizer and 
pesticides. Heavily landscaped areas include residential yards, golf courses, and 
parks. In the coastal zone, much residential development commonly is sited on 
unconsolidated coastal plain with sandy soils. Where such soils are present, 
frequent fertilization, pesticide application, and watering must occur to maintain 
turf grasses. Turf management programs and landscaping ordinances that require 
minimum maintenance and minimum disturbance or xeriscaping can effectively 
reduce these loadings. 


In areas where nitrogen is a problem pollutant, measures to control the 
introduction of nitrogen into runoff and leachate are important. Several studies 
have been completed that demonstrate the leaching potential of nitrogen from turf. 
Researchers at Cornell University found that 60 percent of nitrogen applied to turf 
leached to ground water (Long Island Regional Planning Board, 1984). Shultz 
(1989) suggests that 50 percent of the nitrogen applications are leached out and 
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not used by plants. A study completed by Exner and others (1991) showed that as 
much as 95 percent of nitrate applied in late August on an urban lawn was leached 
below the turf grass root zone. In coastal areas, where soils are highly permeable 
and ground water and surface waters are hydrologically connected, reduced 


applications of nutrients may be necessary to control subsurface flow of nutrients 
into surface waters. 


A recent nonpoint source loading analysis (Cahill and Associates, 1991) indicated 
that 10 percent of the nitrogen and 4 percent of the phosphorus applied annually in 
a 193-square-mile area (an area approximately 10 miles by 20 miles) of maintained 
landscaped residential development end up in surface waters as the result of 
overapplication. A total of 512.7 tons of nitrogen and 49.4 tons of phosphorus 
enter surface waters from this area. These estimated pollutant delivery rates are 
conservative. Delivery rates in coastal areas with sandy soils may be much higher. 
Schultz (1989) found that over 50 percent of the nitrogen in fertilizer leaches from 
lawns when improperly applied. In addition, the proximity of sources to 
waterbodies may result in increased loadings. Where waterbodies are nitrogen- or 
phosphorus-limited, applications of fertilizers should be reduced or prohibited. 
Fertilizer control programs can effectively reduce nitrogen and phosphorus 
loadings by encouraging the proper application of nutrients. Fertilizer costs may 
also be reduced. 


A study in Rhode Island concluded that medium-density residential development 
has the highest loading factor of pesticides and fertilizers of all land uses in the 
State (RIDEM, 1988). These results echoed the findings of research conducted on 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed that identified medium- and high-density residential 
development as having the highest loading factors for nitrogen and phosphorus in 
the Bay area (Chesapeake Bay Local Advisory Committee, 1989). Table 4-26 
shows a summary of results from various studies quantifying application rates of 
household fertilizers. Table 4-27 summarizes recommended application rates. 


Home use is estimated to account for 20 percent of pesticide use in the Puget 
Sound area, and household users often apply pesticides excessively or in too 
concentrated a formulation (PSWQA, 1991). The Puget Sound Water Quality 
Authority summarized available data in a 1990 issue paper on pesticides in the 
Puget Sound. This research revealed that 50 to 80 percent of all household users 
apply some form of pesticides for lawn and garden use. EPA Region 10 and the 
Puget Sound Water Quality Authority (PSWQA, 1990) reviewed data and 
surveyed pesticide use in 12 counties in the Puget Sound basin and concluded that 
household pesticide use in 1988 was greater than 213,000 pounds. Unnecessary 
pesticide loadings to surface waters may result from homeowner overapplication, 
poor knowledge of proper application techniques, or applications during grass 
dormancy. Both the PSWQA and the Virginia Cooperative Extension Survey 
(1991) have determined that such improper use commonly occurs. 


Consideration of the potential for exposure and toxic effects of applied fertilizers 
and pesticides should be an important component of golf course policy decisions. 
Some of the technical issues concerning intensive management of turf grass include 
(1) extent of nutrient and pesticide applications, (2) chronic and acute toxicity to 
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nontarget organisms, (3) potential for exposure of nontarget organisms to applied 
chemicals, (4) use of increasingly scarce water resources for irrigation, (5) 
potential off-site movement of fertilizers and pesticides, (6) effects of maintenance 
and storage facilities on soil and water quality, and (7) potential loss of and effects 
on wetlands resulting from construction and turf grass maintenance (Balogh and 
Walker, 1992). 


While quantitative information is not currently available regarding the effectiveness 
of fertilizer and pesticide control measures, it can be assumed that application 
reductions will result in corresponding decreases in pollutant loadings. Table 4-28 
(15k) provides guidance useful for reducing fertilizer and pesticide use. This 
guidance was developed by the Northern Virginia Soil and Water Conservation 
District, the Lake Barcroft Watershed Improvement District, the Northern Virginia 
Planning District Commission, and the Virginia Cooperative Extension service for 
use by commercial lawn care companies and households that choose to use 
commercial lawn care services. This advice, however, is useful for all turf grass 
management. 


d. Yard Trimmings Management 


Improper disposal of yard trimmings can lead to increased nutrient levels in runoff. 

Yard trimmings deposited on street corners may be washed down storm sewers 

and result in elevated nutrient loadings to surface waters. Proper management of 

yard trimmings and home composting can reduce the level of nutrients in runoff 

and decrease overall runoff volumes through the addition of humus to the soil. 

Increased levels of humus enhance soil permeability, decrease erodibility, and ( 
provide nutrients in a less soluble form than commercial fertilizers. 


e. Improper Installation and Maintenance of Onsite Disposal Systems 


As discussed in Section V of this chapter, failing or improperly sited or designed 
OSDS may contribute both pathogens and nutrients to surface waters. Many 
engineers, contractors, surveyors, drain-layers, sanitarians, OSDS installers, waste 
haulers, building inspectors, local and State officials, and owners of OSDS are 
insufficiently informed regarding the need for proper siting, design, and 
maintenance of onsite systems. While a number of States currently license OSDS 
installers and waste haulers in accordance with State health standards, these 
licensing procedures may be out-of-date. In addition, many of these standards 
address only limited health-related issues and do not address the complex joint 
issues of water quality and public health (Myers, 1991). 


Many homeowners are unaware of proper OSDS operation and maintenance 
principles. They often do not know how frequently their septic tanks need to be 
pumped, what hydraulic load their systems can accommodate, and what should or 
should not be disposed of in their systems (Huang, 1983). Some homeowners use 
septic system cleaners containing substances that may contaminate ground water, 
may provide little to no benefit to the OSDS, and may even be harmful to the 
system (RIDEM, 1988). Public education programs can help homeowners to 
prepare, operate, and maintain OSDS and thus help to ensure the continued 
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pollutant removal effectiveness of the OSDS. A variety of brochures and other 
educational materials regarding OSDS have already been developed, and these 
materials have been used in many areas to educate the general public about proper 
OSDS operation and maintenance (e.g., the Chesapeake Bay Region, Puget 
Sound). State and local agencies should make use of these materials and implement 
mailing and information dissemination programs. Brochures mailed to homeowners 
as part of general utility correspondence or as special mailings are also effective. 
Posters and other materials distributed at libraries can help disseminate this 
information to the public. Educational and outreach programs should target 
builders, buyers, system installation contractors, inspectors, and enforcement 
personnel, in addition to homeowners, realtors, and pumpers. 


f. Discharges Into Storm Drains 


Significant loadings of NPS pollutants enter surface waters and tributaries via 
illegal discharges into storm drains. The public unknowingly assumes that storm 
drains discharge into sanitary sewers, and materials are dumped into storm drains 
under the assumption that treatment will occur at the sewage treatment plant. Illicit 
discharges may also be a problem. Public education programs, such as storm drain 
stenciling, and identification of illicit discharges can be effective tools to reduce 
pollutant loadings. Sanitary surveys are also a useful method to help managers 
identify the presence and entry point(s) of illicit discharges or other sources of 
pollutants to storm sewer systems. 


g. Litter 


Litter along coastal waterways, estuaries, and inland shorelines has become a 
significant source of nonpoint source pollution. Litter, debris, and dumped large 
solid items impair coastal water quality, as well as the aesthetic and recreational 
value of coastal waters, and may also be a hazard to wildlife. Storm sewers have 
been identified as a significant source of marine debris (Younger and Hodge, 
1992). 


Plastics are the major debris problem in the marine environment. Plastic accounts 
for 59 percent of the debris collected in coastal cleanup efforts (Younger and 
Hodge, 1992). Other litter may also be a problem. The State Adopt-a-Highway 
programs have revealed that beverage cans are the item most frequently removed 
from the side of roads. These wastes commonly have entered surface waters via 
storm sewers or swale systems. During 1991-1992, participants in the Virginia 
Adopt-a-Highway program removed 36,000 cubic yards of debris with volunteer 
hours valued at $2 million (M. Kornwolf, Virginia Dept. of Transportation, 
personal communication, 1992). 


h. Commercial Activities 
Nonpoint source runoff from commercial land areas such as shopping centers, 
business districts, and office parks, and large parking lots or garages may contain 


high hydrocarbon loadings and metal concentrations that are twice those found in 
the average urban area (Woodward-Clyde, 1991). These loadings can be attributed 
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to heavy traffic volumes and large areas of impervious surface on which these 

pollutants concentrate (Long Island Sound Regional Planning Board, 1982). For 
example, contributions of lead to the Milwaukee River south watershed have been 4 
estimated as 20 to 25 percent from commercial areas and 40 to 55 percent from 
industrial areas (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1991). Where 

activities other than traffic, such as liquids storage and equipment use and 

maintenance, are associated with specific commercial activities, other pollutants 

may also be present in runoff. BMPs suited to the control of automotive-related 
pollutants and any other pollutants associated with specific commercial uses should 

be used to control their entry into surface waters. 


Gas stations, in most communities, are designated as a commercial land use and are 
subject to the same controls as shopping centers and office parks. However, gas 
stations may generate high concentrations of heavy metals, hydrocarbons, and 
other automobile-related pollutants that can enter runoff (Santa Clara Valley Water 
Control District, 1992). Since gas stations have high potential loadings and 
pollutant profiles similar to those of industrial sites, the good housekeeping 
controls used on industrial sites are usually necessary. 


i. Pet Droppings 


Pet droppings have been found to be important contributors of NPS pollution in 
estuaries and bays where there are high populations of dogs. Fecal coliform and 
fecal streptococcal bacteria levels in runoff in several drainage basins in Long 
Island, New York, can be attributed to the dog population (Long Island Regional 
Planning Board, 1982). Although dogs cause the more common pet droppings i 
problem, other urban animals, such as domestic or semi-wild ducks, also contribute 
to NPS pollution where their populations are high enough. Eliminating or 
significantly reducing the quantity of pet droppings washed into storm drains and 
hence into surface waters can improve the quality of urban runoff. It has been 
estimated that for a small bay watershed (up to 20 square miles), 2 to 3 days of 
droppings from a population of 100 dogs contribute enough bacteria, nitrogen, and 
phosphorus to temporarily close a bay to swimming and shellfishing (George 
Heufelder, personal communication, 1992). 


The Soil Conservation Service in the Nassau-Suffolk region of New York collected 
data indicating that domestic animals contribute BOD, COD, bacteria, nitrogen, 
and phosphorus to ground water and surface waters (Nassau-Suffolk Regional 
Planning Board, 1978). Runoff containing pet droppings has been found to be 
responsible for numerous shellfish bed closures in Massachusetts (George 
Heufelder, personal communication, 1992; Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning 
Board, 1978). In New York the large populations of semi-wild White Pekin ducks 
contribute heavily to runoff problems, while in a Massachusetts study, dog feces 
alone were found to be sufficient to account for the closures. 


3. Management Measure Selection 


This management measure was selected to ensure that communities implement 
solutions that may result in behavioral changes to reduce nonpoint source pollutant 
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loading from the sources listed in the management measure. A number of States 
and local communities, including Washington, Maryland, Virginia, Florida, and 
Alameda County, California, are using pollution prevention activities to protect or 
enhance coastal water quality. Such activities include public education, promotion 
of alternative and public transportation, proper management of maintained 
landscapes, pollution prevention, training and urban runoff control plans for 
commercial sources, and OSDS inspection and maintenance. To allow flexibility, 
specific controls have not been specified in the management measure. Communities 
may select practices that best fit local priorities and the availability of funding. In 
addition, flexibility is necessary to account for community acceptance, which is 
often the major determinant affecting whether education and outreach activities and 
administrative mechanisms such as certification and training requirements are 
practical or effective solutions. 


CASE STUDY - ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA 


Arlington County, Virginia, is drafting a source control plan for "minimizing 
impacts on its streams, a well as impacts to the Potomac River and the Chesapeake 
Bay, from pollutants entering the streams from many diverse sources." The plan is 
aimed at implementing individual programs for controlling sources of nonpoint 
pollution. Projects include: 


Storm drainage master plan; 

Educational programs for lawn management, 

Evaluation of street sweeping programs; 

Stream valley stabilization and restoration; 

Evaluation of parking lot and street design requirements; 
Land use planning; 

Leaf and debris collection; 

Household hazardous waste disposal; and 

Storm drain stenciling. 


4. Practices, Effectiveness Information, and Cost Information 


As discussed more fully at the beginning of this chapter and in Chapter 1, the 
following practices are described for illustrative purposes only. State programs 
need not require implementation of these practices. However, as a practical matter, 
EPA anticipates that the management measure set forth above generally will be 
implemented by applying one or more management practices appropriate to the 
source, location, and climate. The practices set forth below have been found by 
EPA to be representative of the types of practices that can be applied successfully 
to achieve the management measure described above. 


e a. Promote public education programs regarding proper use and disposal of 
household hazardous materials and chemicals. 
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Public education is an important component of this management measure. The 
provision of information regarding the environmental impacts of common f 
household activities can produce long-term shifts in behavior and may result in 
significant reductions in household-generated pollutants. School curricula on 
watershed protection, including nonpoint pollution control, have been developed 
for elementary and secondary school education programs. An example is the 
program developed by the Washington State Office of Environmental Education 
(Puget Sound Water Quality Authority, 1989). Incorporating such programs into 
regular school curricula is an effective way to educate youth about the importance 
of environmentally conscious behavior, which in turn can help reduce the need for 
and cost of technology-based pollution control. 


Florida developed a comprehensive Statewide plan for environmental education 
coordinated by its Council on Comprehensive Environmental Education to be 
implemented through formal and informal education programs and State agency 
programs. All teachers receive the training, as well as State agency personnel and 
school children in grades kindergarten through 12 (Florida Council on 
Comprehensive Environmental Education, 1987). 


Public participation is an effective means of educating the public and is also 
necessary for successfully creating and implementing a nonpoint pollution control 
plan. Public involvement should be encouraged during the planning process 
through attendance at meetings, workshops, and private or group consultations, 
and by encouraging the public to comment on planning documents. Support for the 
documents and the plans being developed is fostered through public involvement. ( 
Newsletters are an effective means of keeping the public informed of what planning 
steps are being taken and how the public can become and stay involved. 
Metropolitan Seattle has printed an educational brochure concerning waste oil 
disposal in six languages in order to reach a wider audience (Washington State 
Department of Ecology, 1992). 


e b. Establish programs such as Amnesty Days to encourage proper disposal of 
household hazardous chemicals. 


Recognizing the potential impacts for environmental degradation from the 
improper disposal of hazardous household materials and chemicals, many 
communities have implemented programs to collect these chemicals. There has 
been an exponential growth in the number of such collection programs since the 
early 1980s. Two programs were in place in 1980; 822 were in place in 1990. The 
most common type of collection system is a 1-day event at a temporary site (often 
referred to as an Amnesty Day). More local governments are beginning to sponsor 
these programs several times a year, and many communities are establishing 
permanent programs, including retail store drop-off programs, curbside coilection, 
and mobile permanent facilities (Duxbury, 1990). Table 4-29 (20k) summarizes the 
cost and effectiveness of some household chemical collection programs. 


In spite of relatively low participation rates, collection programs can have a 
significant impact on the amount of hazardous chemicals and materials entering the 
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waste stream. It has been estimated that the amount of hazardous chemicals 
collected in States having approved coastal management programs was 
approximately 51,000 drums, or 280,500 gallons, in 1990 (extrapolated from 
Duxbury, 1990). 


e c. Develop used oil, used antifreeze, and hazardous chemical recycling 
programs and site collection centers in convenient locations. 


Household hazardous chemical (HHC) collection programs already exist in many 
counties throughout the United States. Specific days are usually designated as 
drop-off days and are advertised through television, newspapers, flyers, and radio. 
In Arlington County, Virginia, collection during the week is by appointment with a 
water pollution chemist employed by the county and on one Saturday a month. 
Other HHC collection programs have once-a-week or once-a-month collection 
days, and some programs have a single day set aside each year for all HHC 
collection for the county or region. The waste collected by these programs is 
usually disposed of by a licensed HHC contractor. Table 4-29 (20k) presents 
program descriptions, effectiveness, and cost information for representative HHC 
collection programs. Many service stations currently provide used oil and 
antifreeze recycling facilities for "do-it-yourselfers" to encourage environmentally 
sound disposal. 


e d. Encourage proper lawn management and landscaping. 


The care of landscaped areas can contribute significantly to NPS pollutant 
loadings. Results of a telephone survey conducted in 1982 by the Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University showed that only 12 to 15 percent of 
home lawns in Virginia were being managed properly. The majority of homeowners 
preferred to do their own lawn work; only 8 to 10 percent of the households used 
commercial lawn care companies. A similar survey conducted on Long Island 
concluded that in affluent neighborhoods, 72 percent of the respondents used a 
lawn care service; in the least affluent neighborhoods, no one subscribed to 
commercial lawn care (Cornell Water Resources Institute, 1985). The extent of 
nonpoint source pollution from fertilizer application is site-specific and depends on 
a number of factors, including soil type, application rate, type of fertilizer, 
precipitation and watering amount, and socioeconomic status of residents. Because 
most people are not trained in proper fertilization and maintenance application, 
homeowner lawn care may result in significant amounts of nonpoint source 
pollution. 


To significantly decrease homeowners' pesticide and fertilizer loadings requires a 
broad-based educational effort. The State Cooperative Extension Service (CES) is 
one educational vehicle; however, the CES reaches only a small percentage of the 
population. Mass media approaches are generally the most effective way to reach a 
large part of the population, though some other possibilities are discussed below 
(Puget Sound Water Quality Authority, 1991). The following practices are part of 
proper lawn management and landscaping. 


e Proper pesticide and herbicide use, and reduced applications 
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While few studies have been conducted to correlate pesticide and herbicide 
use with adverse effects on marine water quality, the magnitude of potential 
impacts can be inferred from incidents such as the extensive ground-water 
contamination in counties bordering the Puget Sound following widespread 
use of the pesticide ethylene dibromide (EDB) (Puget Sound Water Quality 
Authority, 1989). Estimates of pesticide use in the Puget Sound area reveal 
that 20 percent of the volume of pesticides applied is from residential sources 
and that these applications are typically in excess of recommended amounts 
or are too concentrated (Puget Sound Water Quality Authority, 1991). 


Maintaining a buffer between surface water and areas treated with pesticides 
is one method to increase the transport distance and reduce the potential for 
offsite movement of toxics. Selection of less toxic, mobile, and persistent 
chemicals with greater selective control of pests is encouraged (Spectrum 
Research, 1990). 


e Reduced fertilizer applications and proper application timing 


Lawn fertilization has been identified as a source of excess nitrogen and 
phosphorus loadings that may lead to eutrophication. A modeling study of 
urban runoff pollution conducted in Pennsylvania, Maryland, Washington, 
DC, and Virginia by Cohn-Lee and Cameron (1991) estimated that the 
nonpoint source loadings of nutrients were equal to or greater than loadings 
discharged from POTWs and industries in the Chesapeake Bay area. 


Ground-water contamination also may be of concern especially where 
interflow exists between surface waters and ground waters. Schultz (1989) 
found that over 50 percent of the nitrogen in fertilizer leaches from a lawn 
when improperly applied. NVSWCD et al. (1991) found that up to two- 
thirds less fertilizer can be applied than is typically recommended by 
manufacturers. The use of slow-release forms of nitrogen and proper 
watering may also decrease nonpoint source pollution loadings (Nassau- 
Suffolk Regional Planning Board, 1978). 


e Limited lawn watering 


Nonpoint source runoff from lawns can be reduced by employing efficient 
watering techniques. Overwatering can increase nitrogen loss 5 to 11 times 
the amount lost when proper watering strategies are used (Morton et al., 
1988). 


Soaker hoses and trickle or drip irrigation systems are an alternative to 
sprinkler systems. These types of systems deliver water at lower rates, which 
can increase the volume infiltrated, conserve water, and avoid runoff that can 
_be associated with improperly operated sprinkler systems. 


e Use of minimum maintenance/minimum disturbance and IPM methods 
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Minimum maintenance/minimum disturbance policies and strategies can 
effectively reduce land disturbance and associated soil loss and can reduce 
fertilizer, pesticide, and herbicide loadings. Where new development is 
occurring, community standards that limit the use of fertilizers or require 
commercial lawn care companies to use low-impact lawn care practices can 
decrease NPS loadings. Such practices can be promoted through public 
education programs for both new and existing developments. 


Effective use of IPM strategies can further reduce nonpoint source loadings. 
Regional soil conservation services, agricultural extension offices, local 
conservation districts, or the U.S. Department of Agriculture are good 
sources of information on IPM. A study in Maryland on IPM for street and 
landscape trees in a planned suburban community demonstrated that 
pesticide use could be reduced by 79 to 87 percent when spot application 
techniques were substituted for cover spray techniques. An average annual 
cost savings of 22 percent also resulted from the program. 


Effective IPM Strategies include (Washington State Department of Ecology, 
1992): 


Use of natural predators and pathogens; 

Mechanical control; 

Use of native and resistant plantings; 

Maintainenance of proper growing conditions; 

Removal of or substitutions for less-favored pest habitat; 
Timing annual crops to avoid pests; 

Localized use of appropriate chemicals as a last alternative. 


OAD SO £0 ZO 10 &o 


e Xeriscaping 


Xeriscaping, creative landscaping for decreased water, energy, and 
pesticide/fertilizer inputs, can be used to reduce urban runoff and minimize 
the application of lawn care products that may adversely impact coastal 
waters. The use of xeriscaping practices can reduce required lawn 
maintenance up to 50 percent and reduce watering requirements by 60 
percent (Clemson University, 1991). Florida has passed legislation requiring 
xeriscaping on the grounds of all State buildings. Several other States, 
including New Jersey and California, actively support xeriscaping efforts. A 
more detailed discussion of xeriscaping is in Section IL.C of this chapter. 


e Reduced runoff potential 


Rainwater from roofs can be infiltrated into the ground in gravel-filled 
trenches in well-drained soils or collected in rain barrels for later irrigation. 
Wood decking or brick pavers allow greater infiltration than do solid 
concrete structures. Landscape terracing reduces runoff and erosion when 
gardening on slopes (Washington State Department of Ecology, 1992). 
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e Training, certification, and licensing programs for oe aaa and lawn 
care professionals 


Training, certification, and licensing programs are an effective method to 
educate lawn care professionals about potential nonpoint pollution problems 
associated with fertilizer, pesticide, and herbicide applications. The State 
Cooperative Extension Service commonly provides these services. Trained 
lawn care professional can also help educate the general Sa about the 
advantages of low-input approaches. 


e e. Encourage proper onsite recycling of yard trimmings. 


Home composting promotes onsite recycling of plant nutrients contained in yard 
trimmings and reduces the potential for nutrients to enter surface waters. Unlike 
most commercial fertilizers, compost releases nutrients slowly and is a source of 
trace metals (Hansen and Mancl, 1988). When added as an amendment to lawn or 
garden soils, compost increases the organic content of the soil, which increases 
infiltration, reduces runoff, and decreases the need for watering. Sediment and 
bound nutrients in soils with high organic content are less mobile and less likely to 
migrate from the site. Compost applications may also result in increased plant 
health and vigor, allowing for the reduced use of pesticides (Logsdon, 1990). 


Home composting programs may result in municipal cost savings. An average 

suburban yard generates up to 1,500 pounds of yard trimmings per year, most of 

which is usually landfilled (McNelly, undated). Homeowners should be encouraged ( 
to place compost piles or bins away from streams and roadways that may serve as 
conveyances of leached nutrients. Recycling of grass clippings and mulched leaves 
should also be encouraged through education programs. The retention of grass 
clippings and mulched leaves reduces the need for supplemental water and fertilizer 
inputs. 


Suggested backyard composting programs include the following: 


e Provide compost bins free or at cost. 

e Create pamphlets explaining benefits and methods. 

e Start a "Master Composter" program in which graduates receive free 
equipment and conduct their own workshops. 

e Provide credits on waste removal fees to people who compost yard wastes. 


e f. Encourage the use of biodegradable cleaners and other alternatives to 
hazardous chemicals. 


Improperly disposed household cleaners containing nonbiodegradable chemicals 
have the potential to contaminate surface waters and ground water. OSDS systems 
may also be adversely impacted by these substances (PSWQA, 1989). The use of 
nontoxic, biodegradable alternatives, which quickly break down, should be 
encouraged through public education efforts (Reef Relief, 1992). 
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e g. Manage pet excrement to minimize runoff into surface waters. 


The Soil Conservation Service in the Nassau-Suffolk region of New York collected 
data indicating that domestic animals contribute BOD, COD, bacteria, nitrogen, 
and phosphorus to ground water and surface waters (Nassau-Suffolk Regional 
Planning Board, 1978). Urban runoff containing pet excrement has been found to 
be responsible for numerous shellfish bed closures in New York and has been 
implicated in shellfish bed closures in Massachusetts (George Huefelder, personal 
communication, 1992; Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board, 1978). In New 
York, the large populations of semi-wild Pekin ducks contribute heavily to water 
quality problems. A study in Massachusetts found that dog droppings alone were 
significant enough to cause shellfish bed closures. 


Curb laws, requiring that dogs be walked close to street curbs so they will defecate 
on the streets near curbs, are intended to ensure that street sweeping operations 
collect the droppings and prevent them from entering runoff. However, traditional 
street sweeping has been found to be an ineffective means for controlling fines and 
soluble NPS pollution and the dog droppings are more often swept into sewers and 
delivered to bays and estuaries during rain storms (Long Island Regional Planning 
Board, 1982; 1984; Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board, 1978). Curbing 
ordinances should therefore be repealed where they are in effect, and laws 
requiring pet owners to clean up after their pets when they are walked in public 
areas and to dispose of the droppings properly should be enacted. 


Proper cleanup and disposal of canine fecal material and discouragement of public 
feeding of waterfowl are two ways of potentially controlling the adverse impacts of 
animal droppings. The following examples from the Long Island Regional Planning 
Board (1984) illustrate controls for NPS pollution from animal droppings. 


Control of NPS pollution from dogs: 


e Enactment of "pooper-scooper" laws requiring the removal and proper 
disposal of dog feces on public property. 

e Enforcement of existing "pooper-scooper" and leash laws should be 
improved in priority target areas where animal feces are known to be an NPS 
pollution problem. 


Control of NPS pollution from horses: 


e Instituting zoning ordinances to control the keeping of horses. These 
ordinances should include: 
o Minimum acreage requirements per horse; 
o Specifying areas where horse waste may be stored; and 
o Designated areas where horses may be kept. 


e Limiting the density of horses in deep aquifer recharge areas, in selected 


shallow aquifer recharge areas, in areas immediately adjacent to surface 
waters, and where slopes are greater than 5 percent. 
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Seattle Public Utilities - Surface Water Quality - BMP: Pet Waste 
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» What's the problem with pet waste? 


It's a health risk to pets and people, especially children. 
It's a nuisance in our neighborhoods. Pet waste is full of 
bacteria that can make people sick. If it's washed into 
the storm drain and ends up in a lake, stream or marine 
water, the bacteria ends up in shellfish. People who eat 
those shellfish can get very sick. The waste produced by 
Seattle's dogs and cats is about what a city the size of 
Renton or Kennewick--about 50,000 people--would 
produce. Unless people take care of it, the waste enters 
our water with no treatment. 


This information is brought to you by the Water Quality 
Consortium, a group of public agencies working together to reduce 
nonpoint water pollution through education. 


Partially funded by a Centennial Clean Water Fund grant from 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 


Visitor Business Search 


Clean Water tip: 

How can you get rid of pet 
waste and help keep our 
waters clean? 


Here are some options. 


Scoop it up and flush it down 
the toilet. That's best because 
then your community sewage 
treatment plant or your septic 
system treats the pet waste. 


Seal the waste in a plastic bag 


and throw it in the garbage. 
(This is legal in most areas, but 
check local laws.) 


Bury small quantities in your 


yard where it can decompose 
slowly. Dig a hole one foot 
deep. Put three to four inches 
of waste at the bottom of the 
hole. Cover the waste with at 
least eight inches of soil. Bury 
the waste in several different 
locations in your yard and keep 
it away from vegetable 
gardens. 


Use commercially available 
compost or make your own 
using garden waste. Mixing 
compost with your soil means 
your plants will need less 
chemical fertilizer and puts 
your waste to good use. 
Commercial compost and soil 
amendments may be available 
from your solid waste or 
wastewater utility as well as 
your local garden store. 


To find out more about the 
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Seattle Public Utilities - Surface Water Quality - BMP: Pet Waste 


problems of pet waste and 
what you can do to prevent 
water pollution, call the 
number of your local 
community listed below. 


SPU Home Contact Us Site Index 


Last Updated: 11/18/98 


City of Seattle 


King County 


C) Water & Land Resources Division &s Public Utilities 
(206) 296-6519 (206) 684-7560 


http://waterquality.metrokc.gov/ 
City of Bellevue 

SAX Utilities Department 

“2> (206) 451-4480 (206) 591-5588 

Sane’ hhttp://www.ci.bellevue.wa.us/bellevue/ |=ammmma] http://www.ci.tacoma.wa.us/ 

Washington State 

Department of Ecology 

(360) 407-6400 


TCRECIVTETON STATE 
re wce i i PA . 
HA oy http://www.wa.gov/ecology/ 


City of Tacoma 
Public Works Department 
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Maintaining Drainage Structures 


Maintaining Your Drainage Structures keeps them working so they don't back up 
and flood your property or send accumulated pollutants downstream to local 
creeks, lakes, and Puget Sound. The City maintains public drainage structures, 
but you're responsible for the ones on your property. If you don't know what ones 
you have, call the Seattle Street Use Counter at (206) 684-5283. Hold on to 
inspection and maintanence records at least ten years, as required by City code 
and to help you plan future maintenance. 


Keep sediment and other pollutants out of your stormwater runoff. Pollution 
prevention reduces drainage system maintenance costs. It also keeps pollutants 
out of our surface waters, since many pollutants aren't trapped in your drainage 
structures. For more information, contact a SPU Surface Water Quality 


Be sure to follow 
STORM GRATES Grates allow safety precautions: 


) stormwater runoff to enter the 
underground drainage system. Grates are c—\ The lid may be heavy. 
located over a catch basin (see figure 
below) or an inlet structure, which leads ‘Harmful gases can collect 
directly to a storm drainage pipe without in the basin. 
an area for collecting sediment. 


c—Confined space safety 


caRemove leaves and trash, so the grate requirements may apply. 
doesn't clog. For information, call the 

Department of Labor and 
c—Keep pollutants out. If you notice oil Industries, 281-5470, and 
sheens, stains, or dirt around the grate, find ask to speak with a safety 
out where those pollutants are coming from consultant. 


and fix the problem. 


: vs c3Don't leave an open catch 
Stencil the message "Dump No Waste, basin unattended: someone 
Drains to Lake" next to your grates, Call could trip or fall in 
SPU's Stenciling Program to borrow the 


materials you need. ‘ 
cToNever enter a catch basin 


or other drainage strucutre 
CATCH BASINS Catch basins are unless you hac parhs 
underground boxes which receive trained. 
stormwater through a grate at the ground 
surface and/or an inlet pipe. Water discharges through an outlet pipe, 
which is usually at least three feet above the catch basin bottom. If the 
water isn't too turbulent, heavy pollutants settle to the bottom and collect 


there. 
cCheck the catch basin. Insert a RUNOFF 
yard stick or other probe to see if Urea 


hn nantak bhewin manda ten ban 
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Uie CALI! VAST Hlecus LU Ue 
cleaned. As a general rule, clean it 
when there's less than 18 inches 
between the outlet pipe (where the 
water level usually is) and the top of 
the accumulated sediment. Some 
catch basins fill up in three months. | my 3 

Others take years. ae oF a me, ost 


cClean the catch basin. You can 
hire a contractor. Or you can clean 
it yourself by lifting the lid and using 
a bucket (to remove any water) an 
a shovel. 


eg eg ge mmnacnan A SOA te Ot Ny 


HEAVIER SEDIMENTS 
SETTLE OUT 


c—Properly dispose of the removed 
solids. Let them dry out. If only 
stormwater runoff entered your 
catch basin, and the solids appear 
free of chemical odors, sheens, or 
other signs of contamination, you can put them in your dumpster. If you suspect 
the material might be hazardous, call the Waste Characterization Progam, 296- 
4633. Make sure the removed sediment doesn't wash back into your catch 
basin, and don't dispose of it on your or someone else's property. 


% 2 : t 
' ea % t 
en en nner ener ann ertee en Docren eee StnEO DS De ooe ate 


OIL/WATER 
SEPARATORS 


Oil/water 
separators trap oil. 
Sometimes catch 
basins that include 
an outlet trap are 
called spill control 
oil/water 
separators; see the 
catch basin 
information. There 
are two other common types of oil/water separators American Petroleum 
Institute (API) separators and coalescing plate (CP) separators. 
Businesses such as fueling facilities and vehicle repair shops with 
potentially oily runoff may have an API or CP oil/water separator. 


c=Check the system at least every October. Insert a stick to estimate the oil 
depth. Have the system cleaned when oil is three or more inches deep upstream 
of the oil retention baffle. 


c=Replace oil absorbent pads if your separator has them. Wring out used pads 
over a container, recycle the collected oil, and then dispose of the pad in your 
dumpster. 


DETENTION 


FACILITIES The 
City began requiring 
detention facilities in 
the mid-1970s to 
mitigate the effects of 
increased stormwater 
runoff associated 
with development. 
Detention facilities 
reduce the rate at 
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which runoff enters mn 
the public drainage system, thereby reducing back-ups and flooding. They 
also trap some pollutants. Detention facilities include a storage area 
(typically a large pipe or vault), a flow control tee that regulates how fast 
water leaves the system, and a concrete access structure with a metal lid 
at the ground surface marked “drain.” On sites with lots of pavement and 
building area, detention facilities can be very large, for example 200 feet 

_ long by 25 feet deep by 12 feet wide. 


call SPU Community Service Division (206) 684-7666 or visit the Drainage 


Inspection Program website to set up a free inspection by the City. If the system 
needs to be cleaned or repaired, the City will re-inspect it afterwards to make 


sure the work was done properly. 


—" the detention facility as needed. It's best to hire a qualified contractor to 
O SO. 


HIRING A CONTRACTOR To find a contractor to clean your 


drainage structures: 


c—Look in the yellow pages under "Tanks - cleaning,” "Drainage contractors,” 
and "Vacuum cleaning - industrial," and ask the listed firms if they maintain 
drainage systems. 


c—View the Drainage Inspection Program website for a list of drainage 


maintenance firms. SPU makes no recomendations about the firms. 


c>Look under "Tank cleaning” in the vendor directory of the Hazardous Waste 
Management Guide for Small Businesses (that listing isn't just for hazardous 
waste tanks); call the Business Waste Line, (206) 296-3976, to get the most 
recent edition. 


It's a good idea to get at least three bids and check references. Expect to pay 
roughly $150 or more for cleaning one, two, or three catch basins and up to 
thousands of dollars for cleaning a large detention facility. If you have a detention 
facility and the City inspected it, give contractors a copy of the inspection report 
to help them prepare an accurate bid. When getting bids ask how the material 
will be disposed of. 


Make sure the contractor properly disposes of the removed fluids and solids. If 
they appear contaminated, call the Waste Chracterization Program, (206) 296- 
4633, to see if they need to be tested. If they aren't hazardous, they still need to 
be properly disposed. 


TIPS 
c>Sweep your lot regularly to reduce the need for catch basin cleaning. 


Consider installing and maintaining catch basin inserts or an oil-absorbent 
pillow (which needs to be well-secured so it doen't wash into the outlet pipe). 


coinstall an outlet trap if there isn't one already. They're inexpensive and make it 
much easier and cheaper to clean up any floarable pollutants that spill into your 
catch basin. 


D — Reveir or replace damaged outlet traps. Make sure the outlet trap is 
reattached after cleaning. 


coNever dump waste oil, solvents, or other wastes into an oil/water separator. 


http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/util/rescons/swq/bmp/maindran.htm 4/28/00 


Seattle Public Utilities - Surface Water Quality - BMP: Maintaining Drainage Structures Page 4 of 


Keep soap out of your separator and the catch basins that lead to it. Soaps 
prevent the separator from doing its job. 


CConsider installing and maintaining oil absorbent pads, to avoid or reduce the 
need to clean the entire oil/water sparator. ¢ 


c>Regularly clean the catch basins leading to your detention facility. That 
~ reduces the need for expensive detentention facility maintenance. 


ee ee 


SPU Home Contact Us Site Index 


Last Updated: 11/18/98 
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From Chapter 5, EPA.GOV/OST/Stormwater 


5.2.2 Non-Structural BMPs 

Non-structural BMPs include institutional and pollution-prevention type practices 
designed to prevent pollutants from entering storm water runoff or reduce the volume of storm 
water requiring management. Non-structural BMPs can be very effective in controlling pollution 
generation at the source, which in turn can reduce or eliminate the need for costly end-of-pipe 
treatment by structural BMPs. Non-structural BMPs discussed in this report include education 
and source controls, recycling and maintenance practices. 


5.2.2.1 Education, Recycling and Source Controls 


Public education can be an effective means of reducing the amounts of non-point source 
pollutants entering receiving streams. The public is often unaware that the combined effects of 
their actions can cause significant non-point source pollution problems. Proper education on day- 
to-day activities such as recycling of used automotive fluids, household chemical and fertilizer 
use, animal waste control and other activities can significantly reduce non-point source pollutant 
loadings to urban streams. The main components of a public education program include: 


Automotive Product Disposal 


Discharge of automotive fluids such as motor oil and antifreeze to the land or storm drains 
can Cause significant water quality problems. “Do-it-yourself” automobile mechanics often 
incorrectly assume that materials that are dumped into storm drains will receive treatment at a 
wastewater treatment plant prior to discharge. Education on appropriate recycling and disposal 
techniques for these materials can help to reduce pollutant loadings to streams. Education 
programs should identify the location of community automotive products recycling centers. In 
addition to impacts associated with dumping used oil and antifreeze, potential runoff pollutant 
sources from home automobile maintenance activities include dirt, cleaners, oils and solvents from 
car washing, leaking fluids such as brake and transmission fluid and gasoline spills. To reduce 
impacts from these activities, the following practices should be used: 


¢ all spills or leaks should be cleaned up using a dry absorbent such as cat litter or 
commercially available absorbents and disposed of appropriately; 

* car washing should be done away from storm drains using biodegradable cleaners, or at 
a commercial carwash; 

¢ all used fluids should be recycled or disposed of appropriately; 

¢ all fluid leaks should be repaired as soon as possible to reduce loss to the environment. 


Commercial and Retail Space Good Housekeeping 


Commercial and retail areas can contribute significant pollutant loadings to runoff. The 
biggest contributor of pollutant is usually impervious surfaces used for vehicle parking, storage 
and maintenance areas, which can contribute sediment, metals and hydrocarbons. Other sources 
include raw material and finished product storage areas, pesticides and fertilizers from grounds 
maintenance, and rooftop runoff. Good housekeeping practices include using porous pavement or 
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modular paving systems for vehicle parking lots; limiting exposure of materials and equipment to 
rainfall; spill cleanup, using dry cleanup techniques instead of wet techniques; and limiting direct 
runoff of rooftops to storm drains. 


neral Community Outreach 
A main problem associated with identifying and controlling nonpoint source pollution is 

that the public is generally unaware of the sources and control measures for urban nonpoint 
source pollutants. Information dissemination is a critical need of most local storm water 
programs. Information that explains the sources of nonpoint source pollution, control measures 
available and the steps homeowners and commercial owners can do to reduce impacts of their 
activities can help to increase the public awareness of the need to control nonpoint source 
pollution. A few of the techniques available. for providing educational materials to the public 
include television, radio and newspaper announcements, distribution of flyers, community 
newsletters, workshops and seminars, conducting teacher training programs at schools, and 
supporting citizen-based watershed stewardship groups and volunteer monitoring programs. 


Industrial Good Housekeeping 
Industrial areas can contribute significant loadings of toxic pollutants to storm water 


runoff. Therefore, educational programs that inform industrial site owners and operators about 
pollution prevention and source control programs to reduce nonpoint source pollutant can 
significantly reduce the amounts of pollutants discharged from industrial areas. Pollution 
prevention practices include minimizing or eliminating exposure of materials and products to 
rainfall by storing inside or under cover, spill cleanup, minimizing pesticide/herbicide and fertilizer 
use, and minimizing discharges of equipment wash water to storm drains. 


Storm Drain Inlet Stenciling 
Since storm drains frequently discharge runoff directly to water bodies without receiving 


any type of treatment, storm drain stenciling programs that educate residents not to dump 
materials into storm drains or onto sidewalks, streets, parking lots and gutters can be effective at 
reducing nonpoint source pollution associated with illegal dumping. Residents are frequently 
unaware that materials dumped down storm drains may be discharged to a local water body. 
Therefore, stenciling the inlets can be a simple yet effective means of alerting residents of this fact. 
The Northern Virginia Nonstructural Urban BMP Handbook (NVPDC, 1996b) contains a useful 
discussion on developing a storm drain stenciling program. 


Pesticide/Herbicide Use 


Due to their high aquatic toxicity, pesticides and herbicides can be a significant source of 
water quality impairment in urban streams. Pesticide usage in the United States was estimated at 
more than 1.2 billion pounds of active ingredients in 1995 (US EPA, 1997b). Of this total, 
agricultural usage constituted 939 million pounds (77 percent), commercial, industrial and 
government usage accounted for 150 million pounds (13 percent) and home and garden usage 
accounted for 133 million pounds (11 percent). A significant portion of these applications find 
their way into storm water runoff and ultimately into receiving streams through spray drift, 
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transport by soils, solubilization by runoff, and by spillage, dumping and improper disposal of 
containers and residuals. Education on the proper methods of application, application rates and 
alternatives to pesticides can help to reduce the amount of pesticides that are carried by urban 
runoff. Alternatives to pesticides, such as in integrated pest management program and pesticide 
alternatives such as insecticidal soap or natural bacteria, can also reduce the need for pesticides. 


Fertilizer Use 

A significant amount of nutrients in urban runoff results from misapplication of fertilizer to 
the urban landscape. Residential lawn and garden maintenance and maintenance of landscape and 
turfgrass at golf courses, schools and commercial areas uses significant amounts of fertilizers 
containing nitrogen and phosphorus. Since most fertilizers are water soluble, over-application or 
application before rainfall events can allow significant quantities to be carried away by storm 
water runoff. Education on proper application of fertilizers can help to reduce the quantities of 
nutrients reaching receiving waters. 


Household Hazardous Material Disposal 
A variety of hazardous and potentially harmful chemicals and materials are improperly 


used and disposed of by residential homeowners. Materials such as paints and thinners, cleaning 
products, wood preservatives, driveway sealants and a variety of other miscellaneous household 
chemicals can find their way into storm water if improperly used, stored or disposed of. 
Education on usage and holding an annual or semi-annual community household hazardous waste 
collection program can help to reduce the amounts of these materials that enter storm water 
runoff. 


Lawn Debris Management 
Lawn debris such as grass trimmings and leaves require proper management in order to 


reduce impacts to urban streams. Grass trimmings and leaves can be carried away by runoff and 
can find their way into streams where they rapidly decompose and release nutrients. Grass 
trimmings and leaf litter can be controlled by composting or by community curbside collection 
programs. Composted yard debris can be an excellent source of mulch for residential landscape 
and gardens. Use of mulch can greatly reduce the need for inorganic fertilizers, which helps to 
keep nutrient loadings to streams to a minimum. 


Pet Waste Disposal ° 
Pet waste can cause significant loadings of bacteria, nutrients and oxygen demanding 


substances to urban runoff. Pet waste deposited on yards, sidewalks and streets can be carried by 
runoff into storm drains. As an example, it is estimated that 11,445 pounds of dog waste are 
generated in the Four Mile Run watershed in northern Virginia each day.? 378 pounds of BOD, 
39 pounds of total phosphorus and 189 pounds of total nitrogen are washed off into Four Mile 
Run and its tributaries annually as a result of this pollution load (NVPDC, 1996b). In many areas, 


? This estimate was calculated based on the total waste load generated by the dog 
population in the area, not the waste load deposited on yards, sidewalks and streets. 
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regulations exist prohibiting the deposit of pet waste on public property. However, it is often 
very difficult to enforce these laws. Community education on the impacts associated with pet 
waste and alternative disposal methods such as flushing and disposal in the trash can help to 
reduce impacts associated with pest waste. A particularly useful method of controlling pet waste 
is for communities to provide pet waste receptacles in parks and other public areas for pet owners 
to deposit droppings from their pets. 


Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 


Illicit discharges to storm sewers can be a significant source of pollutants in urban storm 
water. A study conducted in Sacramento, California indicated that slightly less than one-half of 
the water discharged from a municipal separate storm sewer system was not directly attributable 
to precipitation runoff (US EPA, 1993b). A major source of illicit discharges to storm drain 
systems are direct connections of sanitary sewer piping to the storm drain system. In addition to 
direct connections, seepage and sewage from leaking sanitary sewer lines can find their way into 
storm drains, especially in areas where storm drains run parallel to the sanitary sewer lines. Spills 
can also be collected by storm drain inlets. 


Detection and elimination of illicit connections and discharges can significantly reduce the 
concentrations of bacteria, nutrients and oxygen demanding substances contained in storm water 
discharges. Several methods exist for detection and elimination of illicit cross-connections. 
Useful indicators of the presence of cross connections include dry weather flows in storm sewer 
lines and biological indicators that indicate the presence of human fecal matter in storm drain 
outfalls. Once illicit connections are detected, excavation and correction of the illicit connections 
are necessary. In addition to detection and elimination of existing cross-connections, plans for 
new development should be carefully reviewed and inspections should be conducted during 
construction in order to prevent future cross-connections from being placed. Storm drain 
stenciling programs and a public spill reporting system can help to educate the public on proper 
procedures for managing spills to prevent discharge to the storm sewer system. 


5.2.2.2 Maintenance Practices 


Maintenance programs are necessary in order to reduce the pollutant contribution from the 
urban landscape and to ensure that storm water collection and treatment systems are operating as 
designed. Major maintenance practices that can be used include: 


Catch Basin Cleaning 
Catch basins naturally accumulate sediment and debris such as trash and leaf litter. In 


order to ensure their continued effectiveness, catch basins need to be periodically cleaned. This 
can be done by manual means, or by using a vacuum truck. 


Street and Parking Lot Sweeping 
Urban streets and parking lots can accumulate large amounts of pollutants that can be 


washed off during storm events. Streets and parking lots comprise a significant portion of the 
total impervious area within a developed watershed, and a large percentage, if not the entire area, 
of streets and parking lots are usually directly connected to the storm drain system. In an 
investigation conducted by Bannerman (Bannerman et al, 1993), data on runoff volumes from 
streets and parking lots collected during 4 years from two urbanized areas in Wisconsin indicated 
that 54 percent of the total runoff volume from residential areas was due to direct runoff from 
streets and parking lots, and that 80 percent of the total runoff volume from commercial areas was 
due to direct runoff from streets and parking lots. A breakdown of the runoff volumes based on 
source area is shown in Table 5-1. | 


Table 5-1. Percent Runoff Volumes Contributed by Source Area in Two Urbanized Areas 
of Wisconsin 


Source Area Percent Runoff Contribution 


Feeder | Collector | Arterial | Parking | Total % due Total 
Land Use Streets | Streets | Streets | Lots | toroads and | Other %* 
parking lots 


esteotal | 4 | [ee 
[comes | - | 0 | a |» | | o 


* Other land uses include lawns, driveways, rooftops and sidewalks 
Source: Adapted from Bannerman et al, 1993 


Furthermore, Bannerman found that runoff from streets and parking lots contributed a 
significant portion of the total runoff pollutant loading. Table 5-2 summarizes the pollutant load 
contributions based on land uses, and indicates the total contaminant contribution in the urbanized 
area attributable to runoff from streets and parking lots. 


- MEMORANDUM 


DATE: May 5, 2000 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice and Information 


NOTE THE MEETING LOCATION! 


The next CAC meeting is confirmed for: 


Tuesday, May 16, 2000 

6:00 p.m. — 8:30 p.m. 

Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 

Northeastern University Faculty Center 


‘Agenda Topic:Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


For future meetings, we would like to reserve the Egan Center, where the March CAC meeting was held. 
Unfortunately, it was not available for the May 16th meeting. 


Enclosures: 


1. | Proposed Schedule of Future Meetings 


Please review and be prepered to discuss. | Be Tad 


2. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of March 30, 2000. 
Please review. Submit written comments within 7 calendar days John Burckardt by 


fax(617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) The Meeting Summaries 
will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments will be distributed to the 


CAC and added to the file. 


3.  “Read-ahead” Information on Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
Please review prior to the meeting. We understand that many on the CAC may be 
very familiar with BMPs, while others may be less familiar. We offer the enclosure 
so that all members have the opportunity to become familiar with this topic. 


4. Letter to Congressional leaders recommending authorization and appropriation of 
federal funds for the Muddy River project. 
Please review draft letter and forward any comments before May 16". CAC 
members who wish to sign the letter may do so at the end of the May 16th meeting. 


HUburckeraniCAC Meetings\CAC-5 May 16. 2000\May 2000-2nd Meeting Announcement.doc 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Faculty Club, Northeastern University 
Kerr Hall — 96 The Fenway 


Thursday, May 16, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


I. Welcome & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:10 


Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


II. Revised Schedule of CAC Meetings 6:10 — 6:20 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Ill. Project Update 6:20 — 6:30 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


IV. Presentation: Best Management Practices 6:30 — 7:30 


David Noonan, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Carlton L. Noyes, Sr. Environmental Scientist 
Jason M. Cortell and Associates Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 7:30 — 8:05 


We Letter Requesting Congressional Support of the Project 8:05 — 8:20 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


VI. Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 — 8:30 
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Camp Dresser & McKee 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Best Management Practices 
May 16, 2000 


David Noonan, P.E. 
Carlton Noyes 


Overview of Tonight's Presentation 


m@ OVERVIEW OF BMPs 


—- How we have defined them, their importance, 
who has responsibility, what a “model plan” 
looks like. 


m@ BMPS IN THE MUDDY RIVER WATERSHED 


- Existing programs, components of each plan, 
how we stack up against “model” plan 


m@ IMPROVEMENTS, ISSUES AND DELIVERABLES 


— Gap analysis, planned projects, the need for a 
comprehensive Management Plan. 


m CAC DISCUSSION 
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Defining The Term: BMP 


m EPA BMPs: stormwater quality and quantity 


“BMPs are the primary tools to improve the quality 
of urban streams..." 


EPA, Preli ata Su 
Best Management Practices, August 1999 


t ter 


@ Maintenance: landscaping & historic preservation 


m@ MUDDY RIVER BMP=EPA BMP + MAINTENANCE 


The Importance of BMPs (1 of 2) 


m@ Muddy River: 
Maximize the Life Cycle benefits of measures 
taken to improve: 
flood control 
water quality 
historic preservation 
landscape restoration 
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The Importance of BMPs 2 of 2) 


m@ Minimize Re-Sedimentation Rates 


- Maximize duration of improved flood capacity 


- Determine how long before environmental and 
flood control improvements are needed again 


= Implementation falls under multiple jurisdictions 


@ Maintain Improved (Post-Construction) Conditions 


BMPs encompass the entire 
Muddy River Watershed 


m See map on Board and handouts 
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Three Watersheds dominate the Drainage System 


Note: Stony Brook Condult Other: (24%) 
discharges intermittently to Muddy ° Chestnut Street 
River. * Daisy Field 

¢ MDC 

* Emmanuel College 

* Longwood Ave. 

° Huntington Ave. 


Muddy River (10%) 


Village Brook (57%) Tannery Brook (9%) 


Total Watershed Is 3,615 Acres 


Responsibilities for BMPs a1 of 3) 


m City of Boston = Town of Brookline 


- Parks and Recreation - Department of Public 
- Water and Sewer Works 


Commission 
Public Works Dpt 


Department of 
Inspectional Services 


Health Department 


Health Department 
Conservation 
Commission 
Police and Animal 
Control 


Conservation @ Metropolitan District 
Commission Commission 
Police and Animal 


m@ Newton 
Control 
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Regulatory Agencies 2 ot 3) 


m EPA 
m@ MEPA 
m@ MADEP 


Institutions | in the Watershed (3 of 3) 


Northeastern University Arborway Coalition 

Emerald Necklace Conservancy Boston Greenspace Alliance 

Friends of Leverett Pond Fenway Alliance 

Friends of Pinebank Fenway Community Development Corp. 


Friends of the Muddy River Fenway Civic Association, Garden 
Society 
Jamaica Park Advisory Committee 
Medical, Academic and Scientific 
Jamaica Pond Association Fmmaneeity Ores 


Jamaica Hills Association 
Businesses 


Restore Olmsted’s Waterways raeene 
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Pollution Sources | e 


74 


~~ 


>. Vehicles 


anes Grounds Maintenance 


illegal Sanitary Connections 


Animals 


Construction 
Sites 


Lots, Roads 


Categories of Principal 
Contaminants in Stormwater 


a 
Mea |e en, pe dro en 
Ca 
Demand (BOD) human, and animal waste 

[sedment __[eerdsoberdat 
a Sc 
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Sources of Heavy Metals from Transportation 


jExeust | pepe 
| Motorouaarae | |e{ | je] lelele| 
ee 


Source: Local ordinances: A Users Guide, Terrene Institute and EPA, Region 5, 1995. 


Components of a “Model” BMP Plan 
(per EPA, MADEP, NRDC) 


m (details provided on handout) 

@ Infrastructure Management 

@ Municipal Services 

m Ordinances and Regulatory Requirements 


m@ Public Education 
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Percentage of Municipalities That Use BMPs 
(1998 national survey of coastal communities) 


Used oil collection (60%) Erosion control ordinances 


(29%) 
Street sweeping (53%) 


Public education (25%) 
Illicit connection 


enforcement (32%) Stormwater discharge pipe 


screening (17%) 
Storm drain stenciling (29%) 
m Detention basins (33%) 


Source: Natural Resources Defense Council, “Stormwater Impacts: 
A Survey of 119 Coastal and Great Lakes Communities,” 1998. 


Components of a BMP Gap Analysis (1 of 3) 


Compare Existing BMP Practices with 
EPA/DEP Regulatory Requirements 


m@ NPDES Discharge Permits 

m Consent Agreements 

m@ Massachusetts Rivers Protection Act Amendments 
to the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act 

Compare Existing BMP Practices with 

EPA/DEP Protocols/Guidelines 

m= MA Stormwater Management Policy Guidelines 


= EPA BMP Practices Manual 


Page 8 


Components of a BMP Gap Analysis (2 of 3) 


Evaluate Contaminant Sources 


m= Combined Sewers 


@ Runoff 


Components of a BMP Gap Analysis @ of 3) 
Develop Corrective Measures 


m@ Maintenance and Management Plan 
m@ Enforcement 
m@ Source Controls 


- combined sewers 
— inter-municipal connections 
— urban runoff (structural & non-structural) 
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Matrix of Specific Measures By Community 


LEGEND 
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DETAILS ON BMP PLANS 


m@ See matrices and cited literature in handout 


Monitoring and Maintenance Program 


The long-term success of the Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality and Habitat 
Enhancement Project will depend, to a large degree, on the level of post- 
construction monitoring and continued maintenance. Unless consistent follow-up 
work is conducted, the BMP measures will likely fail, invasive plants will re-infest the 
environment and sediment in the dredged areas will re-accumulate and threaten 
flooding. 


The Monitoring and Maintenance Program will contain: 


-The Emerald Necklace Management Structure 
-Schedules, logs, checklists 

-Management of invasive vegetation 
-manpower requirements 

-capital costs 
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CAC DISCUSSION 


m@ Questions? 


m@ What are your experiences with BMPs in the 
watershed? 


m™ Concerns, considerations, and issues 
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COMPONENTS OF A 
COMPREHENSIVE BMP PLAN (EPA, MADEP, NRDC) 


Infrastructure Management 
Catch basin maintenance 
Catch basin stenciling 
Structural Water Quality Controls 
-detention 
-biofiltration 
-infiltration 
-filtration 
Discharge Outfall screening and Inspection 
Illegal Sanitary Sewer Connections 
Storm Drain Maintenance 


Municipal Services 

Roadway de-icing 

Street sweeping 

Trash barrel/litter control 

Lawn Maintenance/Leaf removal 
Rodent control 

Roadway/curbing patching & repair 
Pest Control (Geese) 


Ordinances/Regulatory Requirements 
Pooper seooper law 

Water quality controls for new vere 
~ Iniermunicipai connections © 


Public Education 

Household Hazardous Waste & Education 
Waste Oil Collection 

Pamphlets & Newsletters 


Other 
Stormwater guidelines for business and industry 
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COMPONENTS OF A BMP GAP ANALYSIS 
Compare Existing BMP Practices with EPA/DEP Regulatory Requirements 


e NPDES Discharge Permits 
e Consent Agreements 
e MA Rivers Protection Act Amendments to the MA Wetlands Protection Act 


Compare Existing BMP Practices with EPA/DEP Protocols/Guidelines 


e MA Stormwater Management Policy Guidelines 
e EPA BMP Practices Manuals 


Evaluate Contaminant Sources 
e Combined Sewers 


e Runoff 
Chestnut Street drainage 
Daisy Field drainage 
MDC drainage overall 
Village Brook drainage 
Tannery Brook drainage 
Longwood Avenue drainage 
Emanuel College drain 
Boston Gatehouse No. | discharge 
Park Drive drainage 
Fenway drainage 
Riverway drainage 
Jamaica Way drainage 
Park pathway system nthe La 


Develop Corrective Measures 
© Maintenance and Management Plan 
e Enforcement 
Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions, Health Officials, Police 
Departments 
NPDES Reporting 


Annual EIR Reports 
Maintenance and Management Plan per MOU 


11 


Source Controls 


’. Combined Sewers 


-Sewer separation 
-Eliminate illegal connections 


Screening and corrections at inter-municipal connections 


Urban Runoff 


‘ 
‘“ 


-Non-structural corrective measures 


Catch basin stenciling 

Neighborhood spring and fall cet -up days 
Street sweeping 

Catch basin cleaning 

Repair wash-outs 

Material disposal and recycling 

Spill prevention for storage tanks 

Illegal dumping control 


_-Structural 


_- 


Repair catch basins 

Repair curbing 

Install deep sump drop inlets 
Install solids separation devices 
Construct/dredge forebays 
Construct water quality swales 
Install wet/dry detention basins 


-End of pipe treatments 


Install solids separation devices 
Forebays 
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Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
Cited Literature 
Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


City of Boston Public Works Department - Highway Division files; City of Boston Public Works 
Department -Highway Division; undated. 


Muddy River Maintenance Work Plan; Metropolitan District Commission; undated. 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit Application (Part 
2); Boston Water and Sewer Commission; May 17, 1993. 


Town of Brookline, Massachusetts - Stormwater Management Plan; BETA Engineers ¢ Scientists; 
May 1998. . 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit; Boston Water and 
Sewer Commission; September 1999. 
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| DRAFT OUTLINE 
MAINTENANCE and MANAGEMENT PLAN 


The long-term success of the Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality and Habitat. _ 
Enhancement Project will depend, to a large degree, on the level of post construction 
monitoring and continued maintenance. 


The Maintenance and Management Plan will contain the following: 


Ll; 


8. 


9. 


The Emerald Necklace management structure — an innovative public/private business 
management partnership, 


Schedules, logs/checklists and reporting framework for monitoring and inspections by 
watershed location and park section, 


Corrective and maintenance measures following specific storm events, 


A horticultural fertilization and maintenance schedule for turf and upland plantings 
including; 


e Observations on the growth and success of shrubs, wetland and other habitat 
plantings 


© Provisions for modifying the landscape design should the plantings not be viable 
or not provide the level of success for enhancing habitat and wildlife species 


Management of invasive vegetation, 


Monitoring of fish and wildlife distribution and reproduction, 


. ABMP monitoring and maintenance scheduie, ~ 


A pest and rodent control plan, 


A monitoring and maintenance plan for historic structures, 


10. Monitoring and maintenance of lighting, safety and public amenities, 


11. Public education and environmental teaching. 


12. Environmental permits and approvals needed to accomplish the maintenance, 


13. Manpower requirements, 


14. Capital costs, 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — May 16, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


Il 


{il 


IV 


VI 


Welcome & Comments Received 
Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Revised Schedule of CAC Meetings 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Presentation: Best Management Practices 


David Noonan, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Carlton L. Noyes, Sr. Environmental Scientist 
Jason M. Cortell and Associates Inc. 


Letter Requesting Congressional Support of the Project 
Fran Beatty, Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 


I 


Welcome & Comments Received 


Fredie Kay opened the meeting and asked for CAC members to introduce themselves. 


John Burckardt reviewed the two mailings of materials that were distributed to the CAC in 
preparation for this meeting. He also reminded all present that additional copies of the meeting 
materials are available at this meeting. 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 16, 2000 
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Mr. Burckardt then mentioned a verbal comment made by CAC member Ed Cutler. Mr. Cutler 
expressed concern about the pace of the project, that CAC members would like to be making 
detailed decisions on project specifics instead of overview of topics presented at CAC 
meetings. Mr. Burckardt responded to Mr. Cutler’s concerns by briefly reviewing the project 
schedule, reminding the CAC that the consultant team is still in the data collection phase of 
their work and asked CAC members for their continued patience until the more detailed 
discussion in the fall sessions. 


II Revised Schedule of CAC Meetings 

Bruce Conklin distributed the revised CAC meeting schedule. Mr. Conklin explained that the 
purpose of revising the CAC meeting schedule is to accommodate revisions in the master 
project schedule which now calls for the CAC review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) in January 2001. Mr. Conklin also emphasized that the sequencing of CAC 
meeting topics has been revised to better reflect the progress of work and better ensure more 
technical, substantive presentations at subsequent CAC meetings. 


Mr. Conklin explained that two CAC meetings are necessary to present the culvert/open 
channel/dredging & disposal alternatives due to the considerable amount of information that 
will be presented at these meetings. 


Mr. Conklin concluded by stating that the Charlesgate piece of the project will be under 
constuction in 2001. 

Fredie Kay acknowledged that some CAC members may not be able to attend all of the CAC 
meetings. Ms. Kay asked CAC members to review their summer and fall schedules. If 
members know they will not be able to attend a specific meeting(s), please contact John 
Burckardt at your earliest convenience. Ms. Kay added that if there are many CAC members 
who cannot attend a particular meeting, the project team will plan accordingly. 


Ill Project Update 

Bruce Conklin provided a brief project update summarizing the major activities the CDM team 
has been working on since the last CAC meeting on March 30, 2000. Specifically, Mr. 
Conklin spoke briefly about progress on the following project tasks: 


BMP presentation for the CAC meeting 

Revised master project schedule 

Developed water quality and sediment monitoring plans 

Review of water quality and sediment monitoring plans with regulatory authorities 
Completed landscape inventory in Back Bay Fers 

Completed wetlands delineation 


Mr. Conklin added that in June the CDM team will finalize the water quality and sediment 
monitoring plans and submit them to the Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions for 
their review and approval. The evaluation of staging and dredging areas will be conducted. 
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The landscape survey will be completed and documented. Materials in support of the June 13, 
2000 CAC meeting will be compiled and distributed to the CAC. 


Following Mr. Conklin’s project update summary, a discussion followed which led to the 
following conclusions: 


l. CAC members can get copies of the wetland delineation maps upon request to John 
Burckardt. 


he The Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions are the regulatory authorities on 
the wetland delineations, unless an individual or agency files an appeal to the DEP. 
The CDM team is working with all applicable regulatory agencies, including the 
Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions, to better assure agreement among 
all parties on the wetlands delineations. 


IV Presentation: Best Management Practices 


A copy of the presentation made by the CDM team is included as Attachment 2. 


David Noonan began the presentation and emphasized that the purpose of the presentation was 
to present: 


e Anoverview of BMPs, how the project team defines them, their importance, responsible 
entities for implementation, etc. 


e An inventory of BMPs in the Muddy River watershed; summary of existing programs and 
components of each BMP plan and how these compare with a model BMP program. 


e The process which the CDM team will utilize to further analyze existing BMPs, identify 
and review alternative BMP measures, and develop a comprehensive Maintenance 
- Management Plan to ensure the long-term implementation of BMPs by the applicable 
public entities. 


Following the presentation by Mr. Noonan and Carl Noyes there was considerable discussion, 
questions and comments that are presented below. 


Discussion 


e Several CAC members commented that the street sweeping practices by the City of 
Boston, as observed by residents in the Fenway in particular, are inconsistent with the 
narrative description of the city’s street sweeping program contained in the CDM team’s 
presentation. The CAC, in general, expressed a high degree of frustration with the quality 
and frequency of street sweeping that takes place in and around the Muddy River and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
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The CAC commented that the City of Boston should make its household hazardous waste 
and waste oil collection locations more accessible to those who rely upon public 
transportation and to increase the time when these services are available to residents. 


Several CAC members commented on the need for better enforcement of existing BMP 
measures and asked what steps can and should be taken to improve the implementation of 
BMPs and enforcement actions needed to ensure better compliance with BMP programs. 
The CDM project team acknowledged that this is a critical question for which an easy 
answer is not available. For some BMP measures, existing federal and state permitting 
requirements provide a vehicle for enforcement and monitoring of BMP plan 
implementation. 


The CAC formally asked the CDM team to determine what entity within the City of 
Boston will assume responsibility for better addressing the challenges and correcting the 
problems associated with the existing street sweeping program. 


The CAC asked for clarification regarding the life cycle or performance measure that the 
CDM project team proposes for BMP measures. In other words, how many years are we 
seeking to achieve before it will be necessary to again dredge the Muddy River? The 
CDM project team responded that the project will set a planning goal and criteria by which 
BMP measures will be evaluated for potential implementation. As part of this analysis, 
Mr. Noonan told the CAC that the project team will identify capital and operating costs for 
each BMP. 


Several CAC members, particularly Kate Bowditch, and Bob Zimmerman from the 
Charles River Watershed Association, expressed their expectation that a more detailed 
program of specific BMP alternatives would be presented for review by the CAC. They 
emphasized the need for the project to focus more on source control within the tributary 
drainage system rather than end-of-pipe solutions to sediment control. They suggested that 
the BMP program include measures such as: cisterns on private property; retention ponds; 
reduction of impervious surface areas; demonstration projects; and the disconnection of 
sump pump and downspout connections from the municipal drainage system. They also 
expressed their expectation that the project should consider innovative BMP measures. 
The CDM project team responded that the detailed analysis of specific BMP measures 
proposed for specific locations will be conducted over the next several months. The 
results of this analysis and the BMP recommendations will be presented at the November 
2000 CAC meeting. 


Several CAC members asked the project team how they will assess the effectiveness of 
existing BMPs that the municipalities state they are doing. Some CAC members stated 
that the inventory of measures is a good first step but that analyzing how well they are 
being implemented and the effectiveness of each measure is lacking. Mr. Noyes 
responded that the effectiveness of existing and proposed BMPs will be based on the 
results of the water quality monitoring program. Mr. Noonan added that the water quality 
monitoring program will enable the CDM project team to identify and calculate sediment 
and bacteria loadings from storm drains along specific reaches of the river. This will 


¥ 
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enable the project team to identify “hot spots” and propose BMP measures suitable for the 
magnitude of the problem in different areas. 


A couple of CAC members expressed their concern that the project team will not focus on 
the larger, more complex issues associated with source control but will instead focus on 
the smaller BMP measures that are more easily implementable and within the control of 
the project proponents (Boston, Brookline). Mr. Conklin acknowledged that not all 
upstream BMP measures within specific tributary areas likely will be evaluated in detail. 
Mr. Noonan responded that the CDM project team will identify and focus on BMP 
measures that address known problem areas and achieve significant benefits in relation to 
their cost. 


CAC members emphasized that some proposed BMP measures would have significant 
historic resources impacts and these have to be assessed before any alternative is 
recommended for implementation. 


In general the CAC expressed a desire to have the project team presentations focus on 
more of the technical details of the specific topic. 


Letter Requesting Congressional Support of the Project 


Fran Beatty described the draft letter to key Congressional leaders in support of funding for the 
Muddy River Project. This draft letter was mailed to CAC members prior to the meeting. She 


also 


introduced Dick Heidelbrecht from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). Mr. 


Heidelbrecht explained that the ACOE is evaluating the Muddy River improvement plan, as 
identified in the Environmental Notification Form (ENF), to determine and advise the 


Con 


gress if the project is worthy of funding for improved flood control and habitat restoration 


within the aquatic environment. If the Corps reports favorably on the plan then city and state 
officials will request federal funding for the project. . 


Ms. 


Beatty further explained that the draft CAC letter received no comments, and therefore she 


prepared final letters to Congress. She encouraged CAC members to sign the letters in support 
of funding for the project. 


VI 


Questions and Answers (General Public) 


A couple of members of the general public who were present provided comments on the lack 
of implementation of BMPs in Boston, particularly leaf control and street sweeping, and road 


salt 


application practices by the MDC, Boston and Brookline. The project team was asked to 


assess these practices in each municipality. 


Vil 


Wrap Up 


Kate Bowditch informed the CAC that this was her last CAC meeting as she and her family are 
moving to Africa for a year. Ms. Bowditch expressed her gratitude for working with the CAC 


and 


encouraged us all to work hard and make the most of this unique opportunity to improve 


the Muddy River. This letter will be sent to all CAC members upon receipt from Ms. 
Bowditch. 
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Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Tuesday, June 13, 2000, 

6 pm to 8:30 pm. Location will be the Northeastern University Egan Center at the end of 
Forsyth Street, next to Ruggles Station. The meeting topic is Habitat Improvement and Rare 
Species. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 9, 2000 

To: Files 

From: John F. Burckardt 


Re: Seminar on Invasive Wetland Plants 
Sponsored by New England Chapter, Society of Wetland Scientists 
Held at US Army Corps of Engineers, 696 Virginia Road, Concord, Massachusetts 


] attended this seminar particularly for the relevance to the Muddy River project, which includes issues 
regarding invasives at several locations. Overall, the opinion of the presenters (see attached agenda) was 
that invasives are harmful to wetlands in that they overcome more diverse mixtures of native plants. For 
this reason, control is necessary and desired, according to the presenters. 


Following is a summary of some points made at the seminar. Attached is some information on invasives 
handed out at the seminar. 


Background: In general, the invasives arrived in this region when people brought in non-native plants. In 
the 1800s and some of the 1900s, it was a conversation piece to have an exotic or non-native plant growing 
in one’s garden. Many plants of all varieties arrived from Europe, Asia, Africa, and other parts of North 
America. In time, some of these plants came to propagate in natural settings. The plants that then came to 
dominate and overtake native species have been classified as invasives. 


One participant noted that 15,000 years ago, much of New England was tundra and the existing native 
species at one time “invaded” New England. The key distinction between the migration of plant species 
after the glacier and current invasions is the time scale. The current invasives have been imported by 
human intervention, and the rapid development of the land has hastened their spread. With migration 
occurring over centuries and millennia, natural balance can be achieved. The current time scale is too 
quick and a natural balance does not emerge. 


Probiems wiih Invasives: While invasives come to dominate in many settings, a major problem exists 
when rare or endangered species of plants are threatened by the invasives. Also, invasives often form a 
mono-culture, lowering the habitat value. 


Control of Invasives: Control can be achieved by: 

® mechanical means (e.g., excavating or pulling out plants [weeding]) 
cutting/mowing 

shade 

biological means (e.g., introducing bugs that eat the plant) 


chemicals 


Some examples of effective means for control of specific invasives include: 

* Japanese knotweed — cut 3 to 4 times a year for at least 3 successive years. 
* Phragmites — excavation/dredging to remove, chemical means 

= Purple Loosestrife — biocontrol with beetles. 


Wetland Replication Projects: Often new wetland replication areas become dominated by invasives 

before the desired planting can take. If the climax species are planted, they often struggle in the initial 
years and are easily dominated by invasives. A better strategy is to plant non-invasive pioneer species, 
which grow fast and provide shelter for climax species to take hold and eventually dominate. 


rT are | 
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Many agreed the current period of 2 years under the Wetland Protection Act for establishment of wetland 
replacement areas was not enough for a successful project that doesn’t easily become dominated by 
invasives. On the other hand, the Corps of Engineers requires 3 years of management followed by an 
assessment in the 5th year. ; 


The concept of “mitigation banking” was presented. Rather than have little projects establish small 
wetlands (that may not function well), have several projects contribute to a bank to construct a significantly 
sized replacement area that can be managed to obtain greater value as a wetland. One participant noted that 
the state needs a vision of wetland protection goals to effectively create a framework into which 
“mitigation banking” could fit. Another participant noted that smaller, closely spaced wetlands may be of 
greater wildlife value, as it is easier to travel from wetland to wetland. 


Other Resources: . 

There is a Massachusetts invasive plant group beginning that will monitor the locations and migration of 
invasives. It will also try to work with Conservation Commissions to develop standard methods for 
invasive control, so that each invasive management project does not have to go through extensive review 
prior to approval. 


Information about invasives and contro] can be found at several web sites. One site at UConn is: 
www.eeb.ucon.edu/invasives . 
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SOCIETY OF WETLAND SCIENTISTS 
_ NEW ENGLAND CHAPTER 


INVASIVE PLANTS IN NEW ENGLAND WETLANDS 


at the 


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - New England District 


8:30 — 9:00 


9:00 - 9:10 


9:10- 10:40 


10:40 -10:55 


10:55 - 12:30 


12:30 - 1:30 


696 Virginia Road 
Concord, Massachusetts 


AGENDA 
FRIDAY, JUNE 9, 2000 
8:30 am — 3:30 pm 


Registration (beverage and muffin included) 


Welcome and announcements 
Douglas Sparrow, President of SWS-NE 
LTC John Rovero, New England District Corps of Engineers 


The Villains: Current and Future Problem Species 


Moderator: Barbara Keller, Ph.D., Adjunct Professor, Plant 
Ecology 


Rhamnus spp. - James MacDougall: Essex County Greenbelt 
Association 

Polygonum cuspidatum — Donna Ellis: UConn and CT Invasive 
Plant Working Group _ | . | J 

Lythrum salicaria biological control - bonna ElUS Se i 

Unknown’ invasives to watch for - Les Mehrhoff, Ph.D.: UConn 
Torrey Herbarium 


Break to prepare for field trip 


Field trip (wear appropriate gear for wet conditions) 

Gerry Smith of Aquatic Control Technologies and James 
MacDougall will discuss pesticide applications as they could be 
used on the wetlands visited. 


“Lunch With a Speaker” (sandwich, chips, and beverage 
included in workshop fee) 


1:30 -- 3:00 Invasive Species Issues Panel 
Moderator: Ruth Ladd, Corps of Engineers 


— Gerry Smith: Aquatic Control Technologies 
Tim Simmons: Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered 
Species Program, Restoration Ecologist 
Rick Van de Poll, Ph.D.: Antioch New England Graduate School 


Concepts/questions which may be discussed: 


* How to avoid invasives in mitigation, particularly when they 
are in the site’s watershed? How much flexibility should be 
allowed by agencies on “in kind”? 

* Would longer time periods (in MA, especially) to meet 
vegetative cover criteria allow for better designs which would 
be more resistance to invasive species? 

* Environmental/philosophical/political/social problems with 
various types of control techniques (herbicide, biological 
approaches, fire, etc.) 

* Limiting plantings to New England genotypes. 

* How are wetland landscapes chanying irrevocably and the 
impacts of that? What is attainable in mitigation based on 
those changes? 


3:00-3:30 Wrap-up: What’s next in science, regulations, policies? What 
are some priorities for research and education? 


Moderator: Catherine Owen, Ph.D., Franklin Pierce College 
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Invasive Plant Information Sheet 


Japanese Knotweed 
Polygonum cuspidatum Sieb. & Zucc. 
Buckwheat Family (Polygonaceae) 


Status: Increasing and invasive in Connecticut, 
primanily at disturbed sites. 


Description: Japanese knotweed is a fast-growing 
herbaceous perennial that grows in large clumps 
three to six feet in height. It has hollow stems 
similar to bamboo, with swollen joints along the 
stem. Leaves are broadly egg-shaped, with pointed 
tips and squarish bases. The flowers are greenish 
white and profuse, growing in slender fingerlike 
clusters where the leaves meet the branches. 


Preferred habitat: This plant occurs in a wide 
variety of habitats, in many soil types, and a range 
of moisture conditions. It appears to be found 
primarily in disturbed open areas with plenty of 
sun; shade depresses its growth. Edges of 
roadways and streambanks are common locations at 
which to find Japanese knotweed. 


Seasonal cycle: In Connecticut, leaves appear on 
Japanese knotweed in April. Flowers, which 
develop in August and September, are pollinated by 
bees and <-her insects. The seeds mature about two 
weeks afi-: the plant flowers and are dispersed by 
wind. Once established, the species reproduces 
nima:ily uirough tis extensive rhizomes, which - 


‘ 
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may reach 45-60 feet in length. 


Inset shows flower. (Main illustrarion by Dom Emmen, courtesy 
Distribution: Native to Japan, Japanese knotweed of Blackwell Scientific, Inc.; inset illustration from “An 


IUustrated Flora of the Northern United States and Canada,“ 


was introduced into the United States in the late y in 
1913, Dover Publicanons) 


1800s as an ornamental. The species has been 
widely cultivated and has escaped and naturalized. 
It is now widely distributed throughout the eastern United States and is found as far north as Nova Scotia 
and Newfoundland and as far south as North Carolina. It is also found in much of the midwest and in the 


coastal areas of Washington and Oregon. 


Other points of interest: The early emergence of Japanese knotweed leaves in the spring and its stand- 
forming habit produce a dense canopy beneath which few other plant species can survive. In addition, the 
persistent accumulation of stem litter within established stands also reduces species diversity and damages 


wildlife habitat. 


Japanese knotweed is a wild edible. Young shoots up to one foot in height can be harvested early in the 
spring, then steamed or boiled for four to five minutes and served like asparagus. Slightly older stems can 


be used to make a rhubarb-like jam by peeling and boiling the sour rind with sugar and pectin. 


This plant was classified as Reynoutria japonica by Houttuyn in 1777 and as Polygonum cuspidatum by 
Siebold in 1846. Recently, it has been suggested that it should be reclassified as Fallopia japonica. 
Japanese knotweed is also known by the common names Mexican bamboo and Japanese fleece flower. A 
similar species, Polyganum sachalineuse, is much less common and appears to escape only infrequently, j 
at all. It can be distinguished from P. cuspidatum primarily by its larger size, greenish flowers, and hean- 
shaped leaves which gradually taper to the tip. 


Control: It is extremely difficult, if.not impossible, to eradicate large established stands of Japanese 
knotweed. However, establishment can be prevented fairly easily by removing plants before they become 
firmly entrenched. Current control methods include both mechanical and herbicidal treatments. 
Mechanical control includes cutting with persistence, at least three cuts in one growing season. Herbicides 
such as glyphosate (active ingredient in Roundup’) may be more effective when applied to the regrowth of 
cut stems. Glyphosate is a non-selective herbicide and great care should be taken in its usage. 


Additional information sources: 
Gray's Manual of Botany. Eighth edition, corrected printing. M. Fernald. D. Van Nostrand Company. 
New York, 1970. 


Element Stewardship Abstract for Polygonum cuspidarum, Japanese knotweed. Leslie Seiger. The Nature 
Conservancy, 1992. Unpublished document. 


Fallopia japonica (Houtt.) Ronse Decraene (Reynoutria japonica Houtt., Polygonum cuspidatum Sieb. & 
Zucc.). D. Beerling, J. Bailey, and A. Conolly. Journal of Ecology, 1994, 82, 959-979 


4 Field Guide to Edible Wild Plants (Eastern and Central North America). L. A. Peterson. Houghton 
Mifflin Company, New York, 1977. 


Diagnostic information: Leaves: Petioled, round-ovate, truncate to slightly cuneate at base, abruptly 
cuspidate, becoming firm, and 2"-10" long. Flowers: Greenish-white. dioecious, in forking axillary 
panicles. Fruit: Calyx wing-angled, 1/3" long; achene shining, trigonous, about 1/5” long. Stems: Erect. 
glaucous, often mottled, widely bushy-branched, 3’ - 8’ high; ocreae membranous, tubular; rhizomes are 
stout, subterranean (up to 45 to 60 feet in length). 
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H. Brunelle and B. Lapin / Revised March 25, 1996 


This fact sheet has been prepared by The Nature Conservancy 
Th e Connecticut Chapter, in cooperation with The Natural Diversity 
Nature Data Base of the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection. It may be reproduced without permission. 
Conservancy. erie : 


The Nature Conservancy Department of Environmental pee 
Connecticut Chapter Geological & Natural History Survcy 
55 High Street Natural Diversity Data Base 
Middletown, CT 06457 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106 


Management of Glossy Buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula): 


Excerpted from Plant Conservation Alliance 
(http://www.nps.gov/plants/alien/factmain.htm), BLM 
with additions from experiences in Massachusetts. 


CURRENT MANAGEMENT APPROACHES: Mechanical, physical and chemical 
seg are available for control of glossy buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula), an invasive 
exotic plant. 


Hand-pulling: Where small numbers of plants are found within the forested landscape, it 
is appropriate to hand-pull plants. Annual monitoring is recommended to remove reprouts 
and new seedlings. Uprooting of 1/2 inch diameter seedlings by hand or up to 1 1/2 inch 
diameter using a weed wrench is effective, but care should be taken to avoid excessive 
disturbance to the soil, which can release buckthorn seeds stored in the soil. Lack of 
groundcover offers a better substrate for seeds to germinate (pers. com. -T. Wessels). 
Chip piles, pine litter and exposed duff are ideal germinating beds for seeds. Mowing 
woods roads with brush-hogs and skidding logs on unfrozen ground create an ideal 
environ for germination of buckthorn seeds. Once plants become established the local seed 
bank increases dramatically creating stands of 30-60 stems per square meter. 


Herbiciding: Careful application of herbicides has been found to effectively control 
buckthorn in Illinois, Minnesota and Massachusetts. The McHenry County, Illinois, 
Conservation District (MCICD) reports excellent results using a triclopyr herbicide 
(Garlon) at the rate of 1:4 herbicide:water with dye on cut stumps during the growing 
season, from late May to October. The product label suggests avoiding treatment during the 
spring sap flow. To extend the work season, the use of a triclopyr herbicide (full strength) 
was also applied to cut stumps during winter and was reported to be effective by MCICD 
and the Minnesota Region V State Parks. 


Frill application (applying herbicide into the cambial layer of fresh cuts on the tree trunk) 
using the 1:4 rate of triclopyr herbicide with oil (Kerosene or diesel fuel) and dye was also 
effective. Experiments at the University of Wisconsin Arboretum report good results using 
a mixture af.1 nart triclonyr herbicide to 7 parts oil on cut stumps. Or a lparttriclopyr 
herbicide to 16 parts oil mixture applied as a basal.bark treatment to st€ms jessthanS ~~ 
inches across. 


For fall and winter applications, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Region V 
State Parks Resource Management has used a 1 part glyphosate herbicide (Roundup) to 5 
parts water mixture applied immediately to cut stumps using a hand sprayer. Initial checks 
indicated over 85 percent control at the test site. These results have not been replicated in 
Massachusetts. A recommended cut-stem application of full strength (41%) Roundup 
controls >90 % of those treated. Monitoring is recommended as there may be resprouting 
from old stumps two to three years after control. 


Use pesticides wisely: always read the entire pesticide label carefully, follow all 
mixing and application instructions and wear all recommended personal protective gear and 
clothing. Contact your state department of agriculture for any additional pesticide use — 
requirements, restrictions or recommendations. Pay close attention to the units of dilution 
in research papers. Some use per cent solutions of liquid concentrate (1.5 %), others use 
ratios(1:5), some use volumetric(1.5 oz./gal.). I strongly recommend that if you publish 
your results: please convert your method of dilution to percent active ingredient. Notice: 
mention of pesticide products does not constitute endorsement of any material. 


Prescribed fire is one method proposed for controlling buckthom seedlings in fire- 
adapted natural areas, from late March to early May, most recently by Boudreau and 
Willson. Unfortunately, buckthor seedlings often grow in low litter areas, unsuitable for 
frequent prescribed fire. In dense stands, seedlings and saplings may be cut and dropped 
on site, creating fuel for future fires. Buckthorn seedlings appear vulnerable to fire, 
perhaps due to their poorly established root structure. Fire will top kill a mature plant, but 
resprouting does occur. : 
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hragmites 
Phragmites communis 


A highly invasive (high on The Nature Conservancy's"hit 
list") herbaceous grass, presumably a native species. Seen all 
along the highways of Connecticut, Phragmites reaches up to 
20 feet tall and is easily recognized driving by at 70 miles per 
hour by its height, stems and fluffy grey/tan seed heads. 
Phragmites spreads at an incredible rate, by a variety of 
methods. In sparse stands of the grass, shoots that fall over 
become horizontal runners. Shoots and rhizomes grow from 
the nodes, spreading the plant far beyond its original bounds. 


STEM: Brittle, bamboo-like. 


HABITAT: Associated with coastal brackish water; 
disturbed, moist sites; along highways. 


USES: Source of cellulose; in England, used for thatching. 


| 


Glossary of botanical terms | Back to main page | Do an AltaVista search on this plant | All species, Common Name 


Phragmites australis 
Common Reed 


Excerpts from 


The Nature Conservancy 
ELEMENT STEWARDSHIP ABSTRACT < 
for Phragmites australis, Common Reed 


Stable populations may be difficult to distinguish from invasive populations, but one should-examine such factors as site 
disturbance and the earliest collection dates of the species to arrive at a determination. If available, old and recent aerial 
photos can be compared to determine whether stands in a given area are expanding or not (Klockner, pers. comm. 


1985). 


Phragmites is a problem when and where stands appear to be spreading while other species typical the of the community 
are diminishing. Disturbances or stresses such as pollution, alteration of the natural hydrologic regime, dredging, and 
increased sedimentation favor invasion and continued spread of Phragmites (Roman et al. 1984). Other factors that may 
have favored recent invasion and spread of Phragmites include increases in soil salinity (from fresh to brackish) and/or 
nutrient concentrations, especially nitrate, and the introduction of a more invasive genotype(s) from the Old World 
(McNabb and Batterson 1991; Metzler and Rosza 1987, see GLOBAL RANGE section for further discussion). 


Michael Lefor asserts that one reason for the general spread of Phragmites has been the destabilization of the landscape 
(pers. comm. 1993). In urban landscapes water is apt to collect in larger volumes and pass through more quickly 
(flashily) than formerly. This tends to destabilize substrates leaving bare soil open for colonization. Watersheds 
throughout eastern North America are flashier due to the proliferation of paved surfaces, lawns and roofs and the fact 
that upstream wetlands are largely filled with post-settlement/post agricultural sediments from initial land-clearing 
operations. 


Many Atlantic coast wetland systems have been invaded by Phragmites as a result of tidal restrictions imposed by roads, 
water impoundments, dikes and tide gates. Tide gates have been installed in order to drain marshes to harvest salt hay, 

to control mosquito breeding and, most recently, to protect coastal development from flooding during storms. This 
alteration of marsh systems may favor Phragmites invasion by reducing tidal action and soil water salinity and lowering ¢ 
water tables. 


Phragmites invasions may threaten wildlife because they alter the structure and function (wildlife support) of relatively 
diverse Spartina marshes (Roman et al. 1984). This is a problem on many of the eastern coastal National Fish and 
Wildlife Refuges including: Brigantine in NJ; Prime Hook and Bombay Hook in DE; Tinicum in PA; Chincoteague in 
VA; and Trustom Pond in RI. 


_ .Plant species and communities threatened by Phragmites are listed in the Monitoring section. Some of these instances 
are described velow: "iyi A mae MO i te ee FS ge cetin” Se nos 

1. Massachusetts, a brackish pondlet near Horseneck Beach supports the state rare plant MYRIOPHYLLUM 

PINNATUM (Walter) BSP, which Phragmites is threatening by reducing the available open water and shading aquatic 


vegetation (Sorrie, pers. comm. 1985). 


2. Maryland, at Nassawango Creek, a rare coastal plain peatland community is threatened by Phragmites (Klockner, 
pers. comm. 1985). : 


3. Ohio, at the Arcola Creek wetland, Phragmites is threatening the state endangered plant CAREX AQUATILIS 
Wahlenb. (Young, pers. comm. 1985). 


Phragmites invasions also increase the potential for marsh fires during the winter when the above ground portions of the 
plant die and dry out (Reimer 1973). Dense congregations of redwing blackbirds, which nest in Phragmites stands 
preferentially, increase chances of airplane accidents nearby. The monitoring and control of mosquito breeding is nearly 
impossible in dense Phragmites stands (Hellings and Gallagher 1992). In addition, Phragmites invasions can also have 
adverse aesthetic impacts. In Boston's Back Bay Fens, dense stands have obscured vistas intended by the park's ) 
designer, Frederick Law Olmstead (Penko, pers. comm. 1993). ¢ 


The text is an excerpt from the paper. For the complete text, go to the Nature Conservancy’s website: 
http://tncweeds.ucdavis.edu/esadocs/phraaust.html. The paper is copyright of the Nature Conservancy. 


MEMORANDUM 
DATE: June 6, 2000 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


Meeting Notice and Information 


NOTE THE MEETING LOCATION! 


The next CAC meeting is confirmed for: 


Tuesday, June 13, 2000 
6:00 p.m. — 8:30 p.m. 


Northeastern University 


Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Agenda Topic: Habitat Improvement and Rare Species 


En 


Enclosures: 


7: 


Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of May 16, 2000. 
Please review. Submit written comments within 7 calendar days John Burckardt by 


fax(617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) The Meeting Summaries 
will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments will be distributed to the 


CAC and added to the file. 
Revised Index Sheet for CAC Workbook 


“Read-ahead” Information on Wildlife Habitat Evaluation 
Please review prior to the meeting. 
Please add under Tab No. 9 of your CAC Workbook 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-6 Jun 13, 2000Uune 2000-2nd Meeting Announcement. doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Egan Research Center, Northeastern University 
p Room 240 — Raytheon Amphitheater 


Tuesday, June 13, 2000 
tga 6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


I. Welcome & Comments Received 


Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Il. Project Update 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Ill. Presentation: Wildlife Habitat Characteristics 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. — 


Paul Lelito, Principal 
LEC Environmental Consultants, Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


IV. Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE: June 1, 2000 

TO: CAC Members Age, 
FROM: LEC Environmental Consultants, Inc. 

RE: Emerald Necklace Wildlife Habitat Evaluation 


PROJECT #: COB/9213.01 


LEC Environmental Consultants, Inc. in conjunction with Camp Dresser and McKee, Inc., have conducted a 
Wildlife Habitat Evaluation along the Emerald Necklace consistent with the guidelines set forth by the 
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act Regulations 310 CMR 10.60. .LEC traversed each habitat type in its ; 
entirety and the surrounding periphery on foot. Data were collected on the vegetative communities and 
geological features, with emphasis given to wildlife habitat value. Identification of vegetation included 
assessing the structural heterogeneity of the plant communities, i.e. the canopy, shrub, and groundcover layers, 
with special consideration given to the presence of snags, cavities, burrows, basking sites, and other outstanding 
features, The Emerald Necklace was broken down according to habitat cover type, including forested mature 
tree canopy with shrub understory and emergent wetland, and habitat value was correspondingly assessed from 
that standpoint. Specifically, the abundance and diversity of all animals observed (by sight and/or vocalization) 
during the assessment were recorded along with any other evidence of habitat use including tracks, scat, 
feathers, bone fragments, and browse marks. Wind speed, ee ea aN cloud cover, wildlife vocalization, and 
general habitat structure and composition were noted. 


Gheerrtens from this Wildlife Habitat Evaluation revealed that the majority of wildlife habitat along the 
Muddy River is an artificially created cue diat is continually and unabatedly affected by man’s activities, This 
results in a less desirable co Ore that what could potentially be present in this area. The goal of the 
vegetation and habitat management section of this project is to create an environment vegetated with indigenous 
species that will in turn create more continuos, usable wildlife habitat along the Emerald Necklace. Presently, 
the wildlife habitat is fragmented and comprised of a variety of exotic and indigenous species. The babitat 
restoration of the Muddy River will be focused on the enhancement of wildlife habitat by using a diverse plant 
community resulting in correspondingly wildlife populations. 


The description of these arcas will be mainly visual photographs. As preparation for the CAC meeting, 


members should be familiar with the following terms, which are definitions of resource areas from the 
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (M.G.L., c. 131, s. 40) implementing Regulations (310 CMR 10.00). 


mbr: projects\9000\92 13\memoCAC.doc 


LEC Environmental 7 Kimball Lane 3 Otia Park Drive 

Consultants, inc. Lynnfield, MA 01940 Bourne, MA 02532 
781 245-2500 608 759-0050 
781 245-6677 Fax 608 759-0013 Fax 


_ E-Mail: northlec @tiac.nat E-Mail: lecenv @ tiac.nat 
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Land Under Water Bodies and Waterways 


Per 10.56(2), Land Under Water Bodies and Waterways is the land beneath any creek, river, stream, pond or 
lake. Said land may be composed of organic muck or peat, fine sediments, rocks or bedrock. 


‘Bordering Land Subject to Flooding 


Per 10.57(2), Bordering Land Subject to Flooding is an area with low, flat topography adjacent to and inundated 
by flood waters rising from creeks, rivers, streams, ponds or lakes. It extends from the banks of these 
waterways and water bodies; where a bordering vegetated wetland occurs, it extends from said wetland. 


Bank 


Per 10.54(2), A Bank is the portion of the land surface which normally abuts and confines a water body. It 
occurs between a water body and a vegetated bordering wetland and adjacent flood plain, or, in the absence of 
these, it occurs between a water body and an upland. 


Bordering Vegetated Wetland 


Per 10.55(2), Bordering Vegetated wetlands are freshwater wetlands which border on creeks, rivers, streams, 
ponds and lakes. The types of freshwater wetlands are wet meadows, marshes, swamps and bogs. Bordering 
Vegetated Wetlands are areas where the soils are saturated and/or inundated such that they support a 
predominance of wetland indicator plants. The ground and surface water regime and the vegetational 
coromunity which occur in each type of freshwater wetland are specified in M.G.L. c. 131, 40. 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Wildlife Habitat 
Characteristics 
June 13, 2000 


Bruce Conklin PE, CDM 
Paul Lelito, LEC Environmental Inc 


Meeting Objective 


m Obtain CAC views on suggested habitat 
improvement concepts to guide development 
of habitat improvement program by river 
segment 


Through specific examples, will begin 
discussions on interrelationship between 
habitat improvement and historical treatment 
which will be continued at next meeting 


Presentation Outline 


Regulatory aspects of habitat changes 
Historic aspects of habitat changes 
Habitat conditions, value, and opportunities 


Review enhancement objectives and project 
alternatives 


Potential changes to habitat 


Discussion of habitat issues 


Regulatory Controls | 


= Limited project under Wetlands Act 


= Flood channel 


- One of eight interest areas under 
310CMR10.01 


= Habitat improvements 


- One of eight interest areas, subject to 
310CMR10.53 - “improve the natural 
capacity of a reasource...” 


Historic Aspects 


= Project objective to follow Secretary of the 
Interior Standards with Guidelines for the 
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes 


m Changes must be consistent with historic 
protection guidelines (Interiors Standards, 
Sect. 106 and Local Landmarks) 


WILDLIFE HABITAT 
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THE RIVERWAY 


BACK BAY FENS 


Project Objectives 


= Improve water quality 
m= Enhance aquatic / riparian habitat 


= Restore landscape and historic resources 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 


= No Action 
= Dredging 
Reduces heavy metals and organic compounds in 
sediments 
- Reduces oxygen demand and nutrient recycling 


= Point Source Control 
Eliminate illegal sewer connections 
Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 
- Sewer separation 


Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (2 of 2) 


= Implement Best Management Practices (non-point source 


control) 
- Reduces suspended solids loading and floatables 


- Reduce discharges of runoff contaminants 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


= Flow Augmentation (Charles River, Stony Brook, Jamacia 
Pond, Chestnut Hill, Brookline Reservoirs) 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 
= In-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 
- Increases dissolved oxygen . 
= Off-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


= Harvesting Aquatic Vegetation 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
No Action 


Dredging 
- Reduces bio-accumulation in endemic species 
- Increases aquatic/riparian habitat 

Point Source Control 


- Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 
implement Best Management Practices (non-point source 
control) 


- Reduces suspended solids loading and discharges of 
runoff contaminants improving aquatic habitat 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (2 of 2) 


Flow Augmentation 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
In-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Off-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Remove non-native invasive species 

- Increases bio-diversity 
Plant Wetland and Riparian Vegetation 

- Increases species bio-diversity, habitat and edge effect 
Restore historic islands 


- Protects riparian habitat 


Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscaping and Historic Resources 
(1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
= No Action 
= Develop a Treatment Planting Plan to respect the Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan, 1990 (“the continuum”) 
- Develop a historic landscape treatment plan 


- Fully dredge the Muddy River and thereby restoring the 
historic drainage capacity 


Remove non-native invasive species 


Daylight and restore the culverted section at Avenue de 
Louis Pasteur and former Sears parking lot 


Restore the historic islands in the Muddy River 


Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscaping and Historic Resources 
(2 of 2) ? 


- Restore the island and banks at Avenue de Louis Pasteur 
to the Olmsted design 


- Enhance wetland and riparian habitat using as much of 
the Olmsted species list as possible 


= Develop a Treatment Planting Plan to respect the Primary and 
Secondary periods of significance of the Parks 
- Same as above with the following exception 


- Enhance wetland and riparian habitat species from the 
Olmsted list for the Muddy River 


Potential Habitat Improvements 


m= Where resource areas are not primarily 
invasive species - preserve where possible 


m= Where resource areas are primarily invasive 
species - replace invasive species with — 
wetland species and add adjacent upland 
vegetation 
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Potential Habitat Changes (con’t) 


= Bank areas - stabilize “beach” areas or add 
plantings 


Definition of a “beach” area is an Olmsted term for a 
segment open to visual access to river 


TYPICAL HEALTHY OLMSTED “BEACH” SECTION 
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Discussion 


m Objectives 


- Obtain CAC views on suggested habitat 
improvement concepts to guide 
development of the habitat improvement 
program by river segment 


Through specific examples, will begin 
discussions on interrelationship between 
habitat improvement and historical _ 
treatment which will be continued at next 
meeting 


Discussion (con’t) 


= Questions 


- What is the CAC’s view of the consultants’ 
conclusion that in order to enhance habitat 
the biodiversity of the plant community 
must be increased? 


What is the CAC’s view of the consultants 
conclusion that removal of invasive 
monoculture species is a significant 
component of increasing biodivesity of 
plant species? 


Questions and Answers 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — June 13, 2000 CAC Meeting 


_ Meeting Attendees 


- A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


pects Agenda 
Welcome & Comments Recerved 
Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager , 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Il Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


ll Presentation: Wildlife Habitat Characteristics 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Paul Lelito, President 
LEC Environmental Consultants, Inc. (LEC) 


Q&A with CAC 


\A Fe Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 


I Welcome & Comments Received 


Fredie Kay opened the meeting and reminded CAC members to please contact John Burckardt 
and let him know if they will not be able to attend a specific meeting(s). 


John Burckardt provided an informational handout regarding invasive plants along with the 
meeting agenda. Mr. Burckardt noted that he attended the Seminar on Invasive Wetland 
Plants, which was sponsored by the New England Chapter, Society of Wetland Scientists. Mr. 
Burckardt reminded all present to complete the Sign-In sheet. 


\\parksmailibospark\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-6 Jun 13, 2000\CAC Meeting Summary - June 13 2000.doc 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 13, 2000 
Page 2 


Mr. Burckardt noted that Kate Bowtdich intends to submit a letter to all CAC members prior to 
her departure for Africa. He then noted that CAC members, Ms.Bowditch and Pamela DiBona 
would be replaced by Adam Cahn, a member on the Brookline Conservation Commission and 
Mary Crain Penniman from the Charles River Watershed. 


II Project Update 

Bruce Conklin provided a brief project update summarizing the major activities the CDM team 
has been working on since the last CAC meeting on May 16, 2000. Specifically, Mr. Conklin 
updated progress on the project as follows: 


e Submitted Request for Determination of Applicability to Brookline and Boston 

Conservation Commissions for sediment and soil borings 

Completed the draft survey for the Riverway area 

Completed water quality and sediment monitoring plans 

Review of water quality and sediment monitoring plans with regulatory authorities 

Conducted site visit with dredging specialists as part of the evaluation for dredging and 

staging options in the Muddy River 

e Identified potential staging areas (these will be reviewed for suitability with respect to 
various criteria, including construction issues, historic landscape considerations, traffic, 
park usage, aesthetics, etc.) ds 

¢ Received draft of land survey 


Mr. Conklin added that, during the remainder of June, the CDM team will conduct sediment 
sampling; evaluate the historical aspects of potential staging areas; and conduct hydraulic 
modeling of flood improvements. 


Mr. Conklin then distributed a handout which included a list of upcoming CAC meetings with 
summary descriptions of each meeting. He noted that an additional CAC meeting on 
Alternatives is proposed for October 30, 2000, to discuss the analysis of BMPs. Mr. Conklin 


_also noted that materials in support of the July 17. 2000 CAC meeting will be compiled and... __ 


distributed to the CAC. 


III Presentation: Wildlife Habitat Characteristics 
A copy of the presentation made by the CDM team is included as Attachment 2. 


Mr. Conklin began the presentation and emphasized that the purpose of the presentation was 
to: 
e Obtain CAC views on suggested habitat improvement concepts to guide development of 


habitat improvement program by river segment, 


e Begin discussions on the interreiationship between habitat improvement and historical 
treatment, which will be continued at the next meeting. 
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Mr. Conklin referred to Marion Pressley’s involvement in the conceptual plan for the Muddy 
River. He stressed the importance of the CAC member’s views on the wildlife habitat 
improvement. > 


Mr. Conklin then discussed the regulatory aspects of the project and referred to the different 
resource areas (i.e., Land Under Water Bodies and Waterways, Bordering Land Subject to 
Flooding, Bank, and Bordering Vegetated Wetland [BV W]) summarized in a memorandum 
from LEC Consultants, Inc dated June 1, 2000. This memorandum was distributed to the CAC 
by mail along with the meeting notice. Mr. Conklin explained how the project would be filed 
as a Limited Project under the Wetlands Act. In order for the DEP to accept this filing, the 
CDM project team must demonstrate improved resource capacity for two of the eight interests 
covered in the Act, which relate to the project, specifically, flood control and habitat 
improvements. 


From historical perspective, project changes must follow the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards with Guidelines for Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. Any changes, as part of the 
project must be consistent with historic protection guidelines set forth in the Interiors 
Standards, Section 106 and the local Landmarks Commissions. 


Mr. Conklin then introduced Paul Lelito. Mr. Lelito is the founder and President of LEC 
Environmental Consultants. He has 20 years experience in identifying wetland resource areas 
and their functions. He is a certified wetland scientist and President of Association of 
Massachusetts Wetland Scientists. 


Mr. Lelito began his presentation with a discussion of his goal, which included establishing 
baseline data on the wildlife habitat and current wildlife use along the Emerald Necklace. He 
noted that the baseline data included observation of mammals, avian species, fish, amphibians 
and reptiles, as well as vegetative characteristics. Each link along the Emerald Necklace was 
assessed for wildlife habitat, (i.e., Olmsted Park, the Riverway, and the Back Bay Fens). 
Vegetation was identified with emphasis on structural heterogeneity of the plant communities, 
that is, round (herbacious), shrub, ant tree canopy cover. 


As part of his discussion, Mr. Lelito stated the highest dee of species ee alone the 
Emerald Necklace may be classified as Urban Wildlife. Examples of urban wildlife are 
adaptable species that can tolerate a high amount of stress in their environment (e.g., English 
sparrow, grackle, crow, Canada geese, pigeons, and starlings). 


The following is a summary of Mr. Lelito’s observations and conclusions of each link 
evaluated along the Emerald Necklace. 


Olmsted Park 


In general, this area may be considered one of the more desirable areas for wildlife along the 
Emerald Necklace, specifically because of the diversity of habitats present and the isolated and 
protected nature of the BV W feeding Spring Pond. 
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e The emergent wetlands, sapling layer and tree canopy layer observed at Ward’s Pond 
produced a viable ecosystem. The dense shrub layer provides a wonderful habitat for 
avian species. 


e The area of discharge of Ward’s Pond into Babbling Brook (man made) is densely 
vegetated. This provides temperature control, which is important to maintain oxygen 
levels in the system. 


e Spring Pond, which was created by Olmsted as one of the historical pools and has a well- 
developed ground, shrub and canopy layer. Three Spined Stickleback (classified as a 
“threatened species”) were observed in this area down to the inlet of Willow Pond. 


e Willow Pond contains a great amount of sediment build up due to stormwater runoff. 
Monoculture species were observed along the banks 


e Rivulets caused by the transport of stormwater and fecal material from geese were 
observed on the exposed soils and banks at Leverett Pond. 


e Olmsted Island provides a desirable ecosystem in itself. 
The Riverway 


For the most part, this area is shaded by a mature tree canopy, which provides a high habitat 
value. However the bank vegetation is either non-existent, which leads to a high degree of 
bank destabilization and erosion, or primarily colonized by invasive species such as the 
Japanese knotweed (along the shoreline) and/or Phragmites (as emergent vegetation in the 


watercourse). 


e The areas primarily occupied by the invasive species do not provide food to indigenous 
species and only provide limited escape cover and nesting sites as shown on Mr. Lelito’s 


slide show. 

 @ =) Mr. Lelito Concluded tiat the introduction of shrubs along this area wouid stabifize the - - 
bank. The mucky area between the water's edge and the bank could provide an area where 
emergent species could be introduced as well. 


The Back Bay Fens 


Dominant vegetation along this segment of the river generally consists of Phragmites 
Australis, a monotypic emergent aquatic species that is not indigenous to this area. Mr. Lelilto 
noted that Phragmites is known to invade degraded habitats and outcompete indigenous plant 
species, thereby reducing animal species diversity in the invaded area. Phragmites does 
provide limited cover for certain urban wildlife but is not suitable as a food source, nor does it 


provide nesting and breeding habitat. 


e Mr._Lelito noted that good habitat along the terrestrial environment provides good aquatic 
diversity as well. 
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e Mr. Lelito nora that the dominant monocultures, lawn and purple olen. proliferate 
urban wildlife resulting in low diversity. 


e Mr. Lelito explained that Phragmites may provide escape cover for urban wildlife. 
However, if other vegetative species occupied the same area, it would be utilized as habitat 
by urban wildlife as well as other wildlife: ~  -- _ 


Discussion 


Following this portion of the presentation by Mr. Lelito there was discussion, questions and 
comments that are presented below. 


e Some of the CAC members wondered how the introduction of indigenous species would 
result in a cleaner habitat and how the whole concept relates to cleaner water. Mr. Lelito 
indicated that stabilizing the banks would prevent sediment transport into the waterways, 
which would decrease turbidity and potentially allow for an increase in primary 
productivity that could temper nutrient loading. 


e ACAC member asked if the invasive species such as the purple loosestrife, Phragmites, 
and Japanese knotweed were part of the original Olmsted plan. Mr. Lelito replied that 
glossy buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula) was indeed part of the Olmsted plan, however, 
Phragmites and purple loosestrife most likely were not intentionally planted. It is unclear 
whether Olmsted planted Japanese knotweed. It was not on Olmsted’s planting list. 
However, knotweed is seen in historic photographs, and it has been speculated that 
knotweed was planted along the banks in the Riverway at some point in time. 


e ACAC member asked if the consultants could provide a more detailed description of the 
kinds of plants that would be beneficial to achieve a healthy ecosystem. Mr. Conklin 
noted that two diagrams are provided in the presentation handout showing typical sections 
of a healthy ecosystem. Mr. Lelito then stated that the periphery of Ward’s Pond could be 
an example of a healthy system with the exception of an area containing exposed soils. A 
tynica! healthy system would consist of the following: species such as water willows. ___ 
might occupy the emergent zone. Moving shoreward, plants such as jewelweed, cinnamon c 
fern, partridgeberry and wintergreen might occupy the ground cover. Highbush blueberry 
and winterberry, which provide good food source at the fruiting stages, might dominate the 
shrub layer. Also occupying the shrub layer might be speckled alder, which warblers like 
to inhabit. Then finally at the sapling and tree canopy, layer red maple, sweet gum, swamp 
white oak, and tupelo are all examples of strong trees that provide food sources in the 
winter. 


e The CAC members expressed their concern regarding how the various ecosystems along 
the Emerald Necklace, which differ so greatly, would be united. Mr. Lelito indicated that 
different plants prefer different microclimates and that specific indigenous species would 
be targeted for specific environments along the Muddy River. He explained that the strip 
along the Fens with an enormous amount of Phragmites for example could be replaced 
with a shrub, sapling and tree canopy layer in order to bring wildlife diversity into the area. ( 
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A CAC member asked for clarification regarding temperature control. Mr. Lelito 
responded that the lower the temperature of water the greater the capacity water has to 
hold oxygen. Species within the ecosystem use this oxygen to keep the system alive. Mr. 
Lelito noted that shading from vegetation can maintain lower water temperature. 


Some CAC members expressed their concern regarding control of invasive species. Mr. - 
Lelito noted that one of the purposes for this meeting was to share his conclusions with the 
CAC that the invasive species need to be replace with a habitat with more structural 
heterogeneity, and to learn the CAC’s views on that issue. He stated that methods that 
have been used to control invasive species include: routine cutting; dredging; chemical 
applications in particular areas; and black plastic (he noted that he would not recommend 
this method for this project as it is costly but not effective). Mr. Conklin commented that 
control strategies would be incorporated into a maintenance plan to be discussed at the 
November meeting. 


There was a discussion of Canada geese occupying large areas of the Emerald Necklace, 
primarily Leverett Pond and contributing to the problem of fecal material being washed 
into the waterway. It was recommended that signage needs to be posted to prevent the 
public from feeding the ducks. Vegetation along the water’s edge could deter geese from 
“beaching” or coming onto the shore. 


There was discussion regarding the two cross section diagrams showing the typical healthy 
ecosystems for habitat improvement. Specifically, resource areas that are not primarily 
occupied by invasive species would be preserved where possible; and resource areas that 
are primarily occupied by invasive species would be replaced with wetland species and 
adjacent upland vegetation would be added as well. Mr. Conklin noted that Marion 
Pressely would provide advice in how the potential habitat improvements relate to the 
historic aspects of the area at the next meeting. 


Some CAC members expressed concern regarding the definition of Olmsted’s “beach” and 
what degree of accessibility to the waterway (public’s access to the waters edge) should be 
provided. One interpretation of “beach” is a view Corridor io the water, which may inciude 
low planting just upland of the water’s edge. The other interpretation of “beach” would be 
uninterrupted access to the water’s edge without obstruction by plantings (for example, a 
lawn that met the water’s edge). Two examples of the latter discussed at the meeting 
included Atlanta and Prospect Park. The design consultants agreed to develop a third cross 
section with uninterrupted access to the water’s edge and to consider where this type of 


access to the river might be applicable in the Emerald Necklace. 


A CAC member expressed an interest in providing river access to accommodate those who 
fish in the Muddy River. It was suggested that the third section (described above) be 
developed that includes access to the water’s edge. 


A CAC member expressed some concern for the aquatic habitat improvement. Mr. 
Conklin noted that aquatic habitat improvement would principally be addressed by 
improving water quality. As part of the Alternative Analysis the CDM team would run the 
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flow augmentation model but water sampling will eventually show what type of 
environment we are dealing with. This issue will need to be discussed further once the 
water quality is determined. 


Fredie Kay then asked the CAC to address the following questions: 


e What is the CAC’ s view of the consultants’ conclusion that in order to enhance habitat the 
biodiversity of the plant community must be increased? 


e What is the CAC’s view of the consultants’ conclusion that removal of invasive 
monoculture species is a significant component of increasing biodiversity of plant species? 


One of the CAC members said that she recognizes this project as an opportunity to 
aggressively address the removal of invasive species, however this discussion would need to 
be carried into the next meeting regarding historic aspects of the Emerald Necklace when 
historic research information could be reviewed. 


One of the CAC members commented that dredging would not be the only solution to remove 
invasive species from the park and noted that the invasive species have destroyed the historic 
value of the park. 


In general the CAC gave support that there is a need to increase biodiversity in the park 
including replacement of invasive species. However, the CAC would prefer to understand the 
application of the proposed habitat improvement cross sections in conjunction with the 
proposals for the historical treatment of the park. Thus, the CAC agreed to revisit the 
questions posed after the Historical Resources Evaluation meeting. 


VI Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Members of the general public attending the meeting were offered an ‘Opportunity to ask — 
questions or comment, but none chose to do so. 


One of the CAC members noted that the Green Space Alliance would be holding a meeting on 
Tuesday, June 27" at 4PM at the Egan Center at Northeastern University (same location as the 
CAC meeting). Professor Kathy Poole will present her computer-based model of the Back 
Bay Fens.. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Monday, July 17, 2000. 
[The location will be Room 450, Dodge Hall, Northeastern University]. The meeting topic is 
Historic Resources Evaluation. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 -CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
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Town of Brookline ‘i 


Conservation Commission 


Associates 

Keith Beasley, P_E. 
= ae Joan Fried, M.D. 

Barbara Mackey 

Manian Lazar 


Robert Durand, Secretary _ 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" floor 
Boston, MA 02202 
June 14, 2000 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


] regret to inform you that I must resign my position on the Emerald Necklace 
Environmental Improvements Master Plan (the Plan) Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC). I 
have thoroughly enjoyed my participation on the committee, and believe that the CAC is a 
critical component to developing the best plan for restoring and improving the Emerald 
Necklace. I am leaving the country until August, 2001, and so must pass on the responsibility of 
serving on the CAC to another member of the Brookline Conservation Commission. 

Because of both my professional background and my personal commitment to the long- 
term success of this project, I would like to pass on some thoughts and suggestions. As the 
project moves forward through field analyses, planning, permitting and implementation, there 
will be both enormous challenges and opportunities. I hope my comments are of some use, both 
to you and to the CAC, as you move ahead in the process of evaluating alternatives and directing 
the project towards the best environmental outcomes. 


ermerianapenient,© 8 holies | atte 

Based on my experience as a watershed hydrologist at the Charles River Watershed ~ 
Association. and a Conservation Commissioner for the town of Brookline, I believe the approach 
to stormwater management is one of the most important factors in the long-term success of the 
Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement Project, Phase I of the 
overall Plan. Dredging will remove the vast quantities of contaminated sediments that have 
accumulated over the past decades in the Muddy River. These sediments contribute to water 
quality problems, reduce the flood-carrying capacity of the river, and accelerate the growth of 
invasive aquatic vegetation. 

Dredging alone, however, is not a long-term solution. In an urban watershed as 
developed as that of the Muddy River, there must be a significant financial and institutional 
commitment to keeping new sediments, and their associated pollutants, from entering the river 
system. If stormwater management is not successful, the benefits of dredging will not be long- 
lived, as new sediments quickly begin to accumulate in the ponds and river channel. 

The need to minimize the pollutants that enter the Muddy River, especially all the 
pollution carried in stormwater, has been widely acknowledged in all of the studies of the Muddy 


Town Hall ¢ 333 Washington Street * Brookline * Massachusetts 02445 
Tel: (617) 730-2088 * Fax: (617) 730-2258 


River. The challenge now that the restoration project has actually begun is to determine which 
methods, practices, and devices are the most appropriate to use. Both Boston and Brookline are 
involved in stormwater management, and have developed Stormwater Management Plans to 
address the first steps in stormwater management. The scale and significance of the Muddy 
River Project, however, dictates that an even higher level of stormwater control is needed for the 
areas that drain into the Muddy River. ei 
The project evaluation currently underway by Camp, Dresser and McKee and Jason M. 
Cortell and Associates, consultants to the project proponents, continues to work on developing 
materials to help answer these, as well as many other, questions. As I discussed at my last CAC 
meeting, I believe that in order to determine the best, most cost-effective stormwater 
management practices and devices for the Muddy River, the project proponents, your staff and 
the CAC need to consider all possible solutions. These will range from very large end-of-pipe 
devices to small catch-basin devices, and will include both structural and non-structural 
approaches. Some of the alternatives that should be considered (starting at the end of the pipe 
and moving “upstream” in the stormdrain system) include: 
> Sediment forebays (small pools or impoundments at the end of pipes that allow 
sediments to settle out before the water runs out into the main water body). These 
can be constructed in existing water bodies, or can be built into banks; they should be 
easy to access with maintenance equipment, and should have approved management 
plans in place. 
> Sediment chambers, particle separators, or other buried sediment capturing devices. 
These large and fairly costly devices are typically constructed at the end of pipes, or 
at the end of a trunk line that feeds into a larger pipe, and filter out large and mid- 
sized particles from stormwater. To be effective, they need to be inspected and 
cleaned out regularly. Access is typically via manhole. 
> Catch basin improvements. Typical catch basins, which collect stormwater as it 
flows off the street, rely on deep sumps for sediment and trash removal, and in some 
cases “hooded” outlets to minimize oil and grease pollution from entering the 
stormdrain pipes. These need to be cleaned out regularly to maintain their 
effectiveness. But even with regular maintenance, the effectiveness of catch basins 
can be improved by the addition of filter fabrics or other devices. A regular, public 
record of catch basin inspection and cleaning, 2s well as estimates cfsediment .- .- - 
removal, should be a component of a stormwater management program. 5 
> Improved street sweeping practices. Both Boston and Brookline have made efforts 
recently to improve street sweeping effectiveness, by increasing the frequency of 
sweeping, and by upgrading the equipment. These changes could be augmented by 
seasonal modifications, with dry-weather sweeping continued in winter, and much 
more intense sweeping in spring, even if this requires reducing sweeping during 
months when there is less material on the streets. 
> Incentives for private property owners (public-private partnerships). Stormwater is 
non-point-source pollution, meaning it comes from everywhere. Municipalities have 
management responsibilities for only a fraction of the developed portion of the 
watershed. It is critical to improve stormwater management on private property, 
using such techniques as those described in DEP’s stormwater guidance documents. 
These include increasing stormwater storage and infiltration on-site, minimizing 
pollution sources such as excessive fertilizer, herbicide and pesticide use, improving ’ 


management of sites during construction, encouraging the construction of grassed 

_ swales and tree planting, and maintaining green spaces. Incentive programs to help 
property owners, businesses and institutions retrofit their properties may be extremely 
cost effective stormwater management techniques. 

> Demonstration Projects. Because watershed management is inherently large scale and_ _ 

difficult to implement and evaluate, Boston and Brookline should consider moving 
forward with demonstration projects at a small scale. Several sub-watersheds could 
be managed in different ways, with the effectiveness, costs, training and maintenance 
requirements tracked to determine the best “bang for the buck.” Good preliminary 
stormwater management design options have already been examined for some of the 
sub-watersheds in the Muddy River by both the Center for Watershed Protection and 
the Massachusetts Community Assistance Partnership of the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. These reports should be examined in the EIR. Similarly, 
several private institutions could volunteer to develop intensive stormwater 
management programs, and document their processes and results to help determine 
what types of public-private partnerships may succeed. 


The costs of stormwater management, by whatever means, will indeed be large. 
Stormwater management costs can reach as much as 10 — 20% of a project’s total costs. But 
stormwater management should not be considered merely an add-on, a secondary or 
supplemental component to the project. It is a critical, integral part of the project. The enormity 
of this project, and its necessary short-term environmental and social impacts, are justified by the 
multiple long-term benefits the project will provide to the unique historic, cultural and 
environmental treasure that is the Emerald Necklace. Those benefits will be lost if we don’t 
keep this problem from happening again. Keeping pollutants out of the river is just as important 
as removing those that are already there. 


Other Issues 


USGS Precipitation. Flow and Flood Warning System. The USGS has installed flow and 
water quality monitoring devices in both the Stony Brook conduit and the Muddy River. Current. 
funding for maintaining and running these is scheduled to expire at the end of 2000, andifmore ~— 
funding is not found, the equipment will be pulled out. Maintaining these stations should be a 
priority for anyone working to minimize flooding and improve conditions on the Muddy River. 

The cost of keeping these stations in place and operating is minimal compared to the importance 
of the information they provide (I gather about $20,000 per year). The stations not only provide 
accurate, up to the minute information about the amount of rainfall, and the flow in the river and 
the conduit (thus providing an early flood warning system), but also collect important water 
quality information that will help assess improvements during and after this project. Rich 
Thibideau at DEM has worked with USGS on the system and may be able to provide more 
information. 


Alternative/Innovative Water Quality Improvements. As the project evaluates 


alternatives for water quality improvements, CDM should gather information on things such as 
the Living Machine technologies, or other in-situ water quality improvement devices. These 


have operated and been monitored for several years in lakes and ponds in several New England 
states. Because they are not permanent devices, they may be suitable for a historic resource area. 

In addition, landscape design issues should take into account geese and other waterfowl. 
The ever-expanding goose population is a significant water quality and park maintenance 
problem. Geese contribute high levels of nutrients and bacteria to the water, and destroy grass, 
leaving bare, easily eroded soil exposed on the banks. While maintaining open vistas and access 
to the water is an essential component of the Olmsted design, mowed grass lawns sloping 
gradually to the water are ideal goose habitat. Many landscape design alternatives can minimize 
goose populations while still preserving the intent of'the original design. 

Finally, if and when the US Army Corps of Engineers’ suggestion to increase flow in the 
system by recirculating water, or by augmenting flow from another source, is revisited, the 
possibility of pumping dry weather flows into the Muddy River from the Stony Brook conduit 
could be reexamined. USGS measurements indicate that dry weather water quality in the 
conduit is good, and that dry weather flow volumes are as much as 10 - 15 cfs. With BWSC’s 
sewer separation program underway, water quality in the Stony Brook should continue to 
improve. And Stony Brook was after all once part of the Muddy River. 


Once again, | thank you for the opportunity to have served on the CAC, and for your 
ongoing efforts to find the funding and support needed to move forward with efforts to restore 
this wonderful resource to the Commonwealth. Best of luck with the project, and with all of 
your work. | 


Sincerely, 


Kate Bowditch 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 10, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice; Other Information 


NEW MEETING LOCATION! 


Due to a scheduling conflict, the next CAC meeting location is changed to: 


Monday, July 17, 2000 
6:00 p.m. — 8:30 p.m. 
Northeastern University 


Dodge Hall, Room 450 (4th ates, 
360 Huntington Avenue (off the main quadrangle, next to the YMCA and the 
Green Line Station) 


~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ See Map on Back! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 


Agenda Topic: Historic Resources 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Other Aeetnents: 
1. Revised Index Sheet for CAC Workbook 
2. Definitions of Terms — Historic Landscape Treatment 


3. Letter from Kate Bowditch 
The letter is being distributed at the request of Ms. Bowditch. It includes her comments 
on the topic of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


4. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of June 13, 2000. 
Please review. Submit written comments within 7 calendar days John Burckardt by fax 


(617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci. boston.ma.us) The Meeting Summaries will 
not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments will be distributed to the CAC 


and added to the file. 


Directions to 
‘Dodge Hall -- Room 450 
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Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to Huntington 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Avenue. Turn left on Huntington. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line 


stop. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk across Huntington Avenue to the main quad. 
Dodge Hall is the building on the left as you enter the main quad. 


8 Orange Line 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the 


main quad near the Green Line stop. 


Please Add to Tab #10 of the CAC Workbook 30 


Read Ahead Material 


Historic Landscape Resources 


The Muddy River restoration will occur in the setting of an historic park. Any work in 
the park must take into consideration the regulatory requirements for historic parks. 
Policies, guidelines and standards are included in various publications by the National 
Parks Service (NPS) of the US Department of the Interior. 


The attached information is from A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports. It includes the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and 
guidelines for evaluating treatment actions. 


Historic Landscape Treatment Plan. A Treatment Plan describes in detail the 
way the historical documentation will be interpreted and used to create a buildable plan. 
Treatment Plans are developed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (1995), and the Guidelines for the 
Treatment of Historic Landscapes (1996). The National Park Service definitions for four 
treatments are included in the attached guide: 


¢ Preservation 
« Restoration 
« Rehabilitation 


«- Reconstruction 
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CLR PART 2: TREATMENT 


art 2 is the treatment section of a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR). 

It articulates a preservation strategy for long-term management of 

a cultural landscape based on its significance, existing conditions, 
and use. (See Figure 40.) Part 2 considers management goals, such as 
public access, preservation of natural resources, contemporary use, and 
interpretation. Part 2 may address an entire landscape, a portion of a 
landscape, or a specific feature. The foundation for the preservation 
strategy is the historical research, existing conditions, and analysis and 
evaluation documentation contained in Part | of a CLR. 


Part 2 must be prepared in collaboration with park management and staff Figure 40. A reament plan specifi 
to ensure that management goals are addressed and that the proposed ai epee Ze pleat ’ 
) treatment can be implemented and maintained over time. (See the rae ss pe prorat (NP. 


section titled, "Maintenance and Sustainability” later in this guide.) The 1994) 


PRESERVATION TREATMENT PLAN 


PEARY’S VICTORY AND INTERNATIONAL PEACE MEMORIAL 
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TREATMENT 
DEFINITIONS 


Preservation: the act or process 
of applying measures necessary to 


Includes initial stabilization work, 
where necessary, as well as ongoing 
preservation maintenance and 
repair of historic materials and 
features. 


Rehabllitation: the act or 
arocess of making possible a 
compatible use for a property 
+rough repair, alterations, and 

\dditions while preserving those 
sortibns or features which convey 
ts historical, cultural, or architec- 
‘ural values. 


Yestoration: the act or process 
>f accurately depicting the form, 
eatures, and character of a 
wroperty as it appeared at a 
varticular period of ime by 
‘emoving features from other 
reriods in its history and recon- 
tructing missing features from the 
estoration period. 


lacénstruction: thea act or 
wocess of depicting, by means of 
ew construction, the form, 
zatures, and detailing of 2 non- 
urviving site, landscape, building, 
@ucture, or object for the purpose 
f replicating its appearance ata 
pecific period of time and in its 
istoric location. 

=xcerpted from The Secretory of 
de Interior’s Standards for the 


Trearment of Historic Properties, 
B95.) 
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content of Part 2 is prepared by a historical landscape architect working 
with other disciplines as needed. For example, a horticulturist may 
recommend disease-resistant cultivars to replace a particular historic 
plant; a historical architect may recommend stabilizing a structure in poor 
condition; or a natural resource specialist may prescribe methods to 
protect a threatened habitat. 


POLICIES, GUIDELINES, AND STANDARDS 


Treatment of a cultural resource must be guided by the policies, guide- 
lines, and standards contained within MVPS Management Policies, the 
Cultural Resource Management Guideline, and The Secrelary of the 
Interior's Standards tor the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guide- 
ines tor the Treatment of Cuttural Landscapes. These documents identify 
four types of treatrnent: preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and re- 
construction. (See the inserttitled, “Treatment Definitions” on this page.) 


Specific policies, guidelines, and standards exist for each of the four types 
of treatments. Collectively, the four treatments form the philosophical 
basis for responsible preservation practice and enable long-term preser- — 


~ vation ofa landscape’: s historic features, Qualities, ‘and materials. The four 


treatments allow for both traditional and contemporary treatment tech- 
niques while supporting continued use. 


The goal of any treatment program is long-term preservation of a 
landscape’s historic features, qualities, and materials. Generally, the 
amount of physical intervention in a landscape increases from preserva- 
tion to reconstruction. Preservation attemptsto maintain a landscape in its 
existing state. Rehabilitation recommends some change to accommodate 
contemporary use. Restoration often involves removing later additions 
and reconstructing missing features to depict a landscape at a particular 
time. Reconstruction replicates a nonsurviving landscape through new 
construction. 


As physical intervention increases, the policies, guidelines, and standards 
require more documentation and justification for treatment actions. (See 
the insert titled, “Secretary of the Interior's Standards forthe Treatment 
of Historic Properties” later in this section, and A Guide to Cultural 
Landscape Reports: Appendices, “Appendix H: Treatment Policy, Guide- 
lines, and Standards.”) 


DEFINING A MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY 


When a CLR addresses an entire cultural landscape, it is appropriate to 
define a management philosophy for the landscape as a whole. This 
management philosophy guides long-term management and mainte- 
nance and provides a reference for future treatment decisions. The 
management philosophy consists ofa narrative that clearly states the goals 
and objectives for managing the landscape as a cultural resource, including 
the intent of the primary treatment, specific considerations for long-term 
management, and general maintenance requirements. (See the section 
titled, “Defining a Primary Treatment” later in this section, and the insert 
titled, “Cant Ranch Historie District Management Philosophy” on the 

following page.) 
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DETERMINING TREATMENT 


The General Management Plan (GMP) is the primary planning document 
for determining the general treatment of all cultural resources in a park 
based on cultural and natura! resource inventories. However, many 
GMPs do not specifically address the treatment of cultural landscapes. As 
a result, specific treatment ofthe cultural landscape may be decided in the 
Site Development Plan (SDP). When treatment of a landscape has not 
been prescribed through the planning process, a CLR may augmentor be 
combined with an SDP to determine a preferred treatment and physical 
design. 
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CANT RANCH HIsTorRIC DISTRICT MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY 


The Cant Ranch Historic District is a valuable cultural resource within John Day Fossil Beds National Monument Significant 
cultura! landscape resources and values provide a range of options for management that are generally compatible with the 
proposed use of the site for NPS administration and visitor services as specified in the proposed Site Development Plan 
(SDP). Based on the cultural landscape evaluation, the character of the ranch ties most directly to the sheep ranch period 
from 1910 to 1946. Although the NPS has modified the landscape over the years to accommodate park operations and 
programmatic needs, key cultural landscape patterns, relationships, and individual features remain. Not all areas on the 
ranch exhibit the same type or degree of significance, so different management strategies are appropriate for specific areas 
within the district. 


From an interpretive point of view, no attempt is made to “freeze” the cultural landscape of the Cant Ranch to a single date or 
period. What makes the ranch interesting and significant is the high degree of integrity to all three periods. Each historic period 
enforced the land use patterns and overall landscape organization of the previous era, providing a cultural landscape with a 
relatively high level of integrity. Design treatments and cultural landscape management focus on the integration and interpretation 
of features remaining from all significant historic periods as a way to enhance visitor understanding of the complexity and 
continuity of the site over nearly a century of use. 


In addition, the landscape of Cant Ranch historically extended for miles beyond the physical boundaries of the existing 200-acre 
districr, and the concept of designing for, or managing the landscape as a “working ranch” is not appropriate. 


Finally, many historic ranching practices had an adverse impact on natural landscape features and systems. For example, allowing 
livestock unrestricted grazing along the John Day River eroded the river bank and compacted soils. No effort will be made to 
reestablish these practices just because they are historic. Rather, the philosophy for treating the cultural landscape will be to 
retain existing historic features and patterns. However, when considering reestablishment of nonexxant features, such as fences, 
or rchabilitation of biotic cultural resources, such as the agricultural fields, a more integrated and sustainable approach to 
management will be encouraged. 


(Excerpted from Cuttural Londscape Report: Cant Ranch Historic District, John Day Fossil Beds Nationo! Monument) 
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View of Cant Ranch Historic District, 
John Doy Fossil Beds National 
Monument (NPS, 1993) 
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Treatment decisions are based on many factors, including: 
* Legislative and management factors 

» -enabling legislation 

» policy, guidelines, and standards 

» park management objectives 

» proposed use (as defined in planning documents) 
* Resource-based factors 

» historical integrity and significance 

> level of historical documentation 

> existing conditions 

» threats and resource conflicts 
* Operational factors 

+ health and safety 

» maintenance requirements 


> projected costs 


oe te en wee ee we 


The above factors, especially those pertainingto legislation and manage- 
ment, directly influence the project agreement for a CLR. In addition, 
they help define a preservation strategy for long-term management of 
a cultural landscape. (See the section titled, “Use of Cultural Landscape 
Reports in Park Planning and Design” earlier in this guide.) 


Defining a Primary Treatment ° 


Defining a primary treatment for a property is important because it 


ensures consistency in treatment activities. This is emphasized in 7he 
Secretary of the Intenor’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Froperties. \n selecting a primary treatment, each treatment action is 
evaluated on the basis of the landscape's value as a cultural resource. One 
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goal of the primary treatment is to ensure that the historic features 
contained in the landscape actually existed together. A landscape's 
“period of significance” (defined through research) provides the best 
frame of reference for evaluating the congruity of treatment actions, 
especially those related to removal and reconstruction. A recommenda- 
tion to remove or reconstruct a particular feature should be evaluated 
on the basis of whether the feature was present in the landscape at the 
end of the period of significance. 


Because of the complexity of many cultural landscapes, the primary 
treatment often serves as a general treatment for the entire landscape. 
The primary treatment is defined by the overall level of intervention and 
change proposed for the landscape. Take, for example, the Eugene 
O'Neill National Historic Site. Here, restoration was selected as the 
primary treatment to reestablish the courtyard design at the tme of 
O'Neill's tenure. The restoration involved reconstructing the circulation 
system and terrace areas, removing later additions, and replanting vegeta- 
tion. (See Figures 41 and 42.) 


Certain portions of the O'Neill design were rehabilitated to accom-_ 


modate public access and-use of the site: For examnie, a subsurface ~ 


grass paver path was installed to accommodate universal accessibility. 


_ This required removing some historic vegetation and changing the 


grade of a secondary historic walkway. In a few cases, plantings were 
also altered. In the lower patio of the courtyard, the loss of a significant 
historic tree increased the sunlight in the area, requiring substitute, 
sun-tolerant plant material to be placed in an area that historically had 
been in full shade. (See the insert titled, “Evaluating Treatment 
Actions" later in this section. and A Guide to-Cultural Landscape 
Reports: Appendices, “Appendix D: Preservation Briefs (no. 36),” 
and A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Landscape Lines, 
“Landscape Lines |3: Accessibility.”) 


GUO E .¥,0 '.C.U LT_ULR AL . LLALNAO. 8. CALE SE of, E PO. Ae 


aeuvasrvy 44-970 FAA VC4IBPLI QUE FALCIILOGL AQQVL. QUUo/s/ULL 


Figure 41. Lower terrace of courtyard 
ot the Tao House, Eugene O’Neill’s 


primary residence from | 937-1 944. 
Historically, the lower terrace was 
heavily shaded by a large Walnut 
tree and induded shade-tolerant 
plants. Eugene O’Neill National 
Historic Site. (NPS, c 1940) 


Figure 42. Lower terrace during 
project work. Restoration was 
selected as the primary treatment for 
the courtyard. However, certain 
courtyard features were rehabilitated 
based on changes in use and growing 
conditions. Some historic paths were 
altered to increase accessibility, ond 
original plant material was 
substituted with sun-tolerant plants 
based on the loss of the adjacent tree 
(the ree will be replanted and 
original plants will be installed once 
the necessary growing conditions 
have been established). Eugene 
O’Neill National Historic Site. (NPS, 
c 1988) 
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SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 


_ Standards for Preservation 
I. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given 
a new use that maximizes the retention of distinctive 
materials, features, spaces, and relationships. Where a 
treatment and use have not been identified, a property 
will be protected and, if necessary, stabilized unui 
additional work may be undertaken, 


The historic character of a property will be rerained and 
preserved. The replacement of intact or repairable historic 
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 
relationships that characterize a property will be avoided. 


Each property will be recognized as a physical record of 
its time, place, and use. Work needed to stabilize, . 
consolidate, and conserve existing historic materials and 
features will be physically and visually compatible, 
identifiable upon, close inspection, and property docu- 
mented for future research. 


Changes to a property that have acquired historic 
Significance in their own right will be retained and 
preserved. 


Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction 
techniques or examples of craftsmanship thar character- 
ize a property will be preserved. 


_ 


_ Thre existing condition of historic fearureswillbe _.._ - 

evaluated to Gevérmine the appropriate level of interven-. 

~ Gon needed. Where the severity of deterioration 
requires repair or limited replacement of a distinctive 
feature, the new material will match the old in compesi- 
ton, design, color, and texture. 


Chemical or physical creatments, if appropriate, will be 
undertaken using the gantlest means possible. Treacments 
that cause damage to historic macerials will net be used. 


Archeological resources will be protected and preserved 
in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures will be undertaken, 
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Standards for Rehabilitation 


1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given 
a new use that madmizes the retention of distinctive 


materials, features, spaces, and relationships. 


2. The historic character of a property will be retained and 
preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or 
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that 
characterize a property will be avoided. 


3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its 
me, place and usa. Changes that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as adding conjectural features 
or elements from other historic properties, will not be 
undertaken. 


4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic 
significance in their own right will be retained and 
preserved. 

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction 


techniques or examples of craftsmanship that character- 
ize a property will be preserved. 


6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather 
than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration 
requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
material will match the old in. composition, design, color,” Boe 


missing features will be substantiated by documentary and © 
physical evidence. 


7. Chemical or physical rreacments, if appropriate, will be 
undertaken using the gendlest means possible. Treatments 
thar cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 


“8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved 


in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures will be undertaken. 


9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new 
construction will not destroy historic materials, features, 
and spatial relationships that characterize the property. 
The new work will be differentiated from the old and will 
be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, 
scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity 
of the property and its environment, 
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10. New additions or related new construction will be 9. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved 
undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic measures will be undertaken. 


property and its environment would be unimpaired. 
10. Designs that were never executed historically will not be 


Standards for Restoration constructed. 


2. 


_ 


* 


_ 


A property will be used as it was historically, or be given Standards for Reconstruction 
a new use that reflects the property's restoration period. 
Reconstruction will be used to depict vanished or non- 


Materials and features from the restoration period will be surviving portions of a property when documentary and 
retained and preserved. The removal of materials or physica] evidence is available to permit accurate recon- 
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that struction with minimal conjecture, and such reconstruc- 
characterize the period will not be undertaken. tion is essential to the public understanding of the 

ro E 
Each property will be recognized as a physical record of ginal 
its time, place and use. Work needed to stabilize, 2 Reconstruction of a landscape, building, structure, or 
consolidate, and conserve materials and features from the object in its historic location will be preceded by a 
restoration period will be physically and visually compat- thorough archeological investigation to identify and 
ible, identifiable upon close inspection, and properly evaluate those features and artifacts which are essential 
documented for future research. to an accurate reconstruction. If such resources must be 


disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken, 

Materials, features, spaces, and finishes that characterize 

other historical periods will be documented prior to their 3. Reconstruction will include measures to preserve any 

alteration or removal. remaining historic materials, features, and spatial relation- 
ships. 

Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction my 

techniques or examples of craftsmanship that character- 4. Reconstruction will be based on the accurate duplication 

ize the restoration period will be preserved. _________ Of hisveric features and_elements substantiated by... 

~=-_5-—=decumenary er physical evidence rather than on 


. Deteriorared features from tie restoration period will be © __ conjectural designs or the availability of different features 
repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of ' from other historic properties. A reconstructed property 
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive will recreate the appearance on a nonsurviving historic 
feature, the new marerial will match the old in design, property in materials, design, color, and texture. 


color, texture, and where possible, materials. 
5. Areconstruction will be clearly identified as a contempo- 
Replacement of missing feacures from the restoration rary re-creation. 
period will be substantiaced by documentary and physical 
evidence. A false sense of history will not be created by 6. Designs that were never executed historically will not be 


adding conjectural features, features from other proper- constructed. 

Ues, or by combining features that never existed together 

historically. : 

Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be (Excerpted from The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 


undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments Treatment of Historic Properties, 1995.) 
thar cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 


Oa 
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EVALUATING TREATMENT ACTIONS 


. Based on the management philosophy and primary treatment 

- defined fora cultural landscape, detailed treatment actions are 
oudined in the CLR. Each proposed action is evaluated, using 
the applicable policy, guidelines, and standards, to ensure 
consistency in the treatment of the landscape as a whole. The 
following basic process underlies all rreacment actions and is 
followed to guide decisions about physical work in a cultural 
landscape. 


Identify, Retain and Preserve 

Basic to the treatment of all culwral landscapes is the need to 
identify, retain, and preserve the characteristics, features, and 
qualities that contribute to the significance and Integrity of the 
landscape and, as such, are important in defining its historic 
character (such as topography, vegetation, circulation, spatial 
organization). 


Protect and Maintain 

After identifying the characteristics, features, and qualities that 
are important and must be retained in the process of creat- 

" ‘Ment work, measures are taken to protect and maintain them 
in good condition (preservation maintenance). For example, 
proper pruning, fertilization, pest control, and tree cabling co 
maintain structural stability are measures used to protect and 
maintain the health and vigor of vegetation. 


Repair 


. the shysic2! conditien of the identified characteristics: Sarge. 


features, and qualities is poor, then repair is recommended. 
For example, limited replacement in-kind of deteriorated 
portions of a structure in the landscape and rejuvenative 
pruning of overgrown plant material constitutes repair of a 
landscape. 


Replace 

If the condition of a feature precludes repair, then replace the 
feature. The replacement is in-kind: that is, with the same 
form, derail, character, material, etc., as the original If 
replacement in-kind is not possible, for technical, economic, 
or environmental reasons, then a compatible substitute 
maerial is considered. Examples of in-kind replacement 
include replacing a brick walkway where the bricks are spalling 
and broken beyond repair, and propagating over mature 
historic plant material for eventual replacement An example 
of substitution includes replanting of an American Elm with a 
cultivar that is resistant to Dutch Elm disease. 


Design for Missing Features 

When an entire feature is missing, and it is determined 
desirable to reestablish the feature as part of the landscape's 
historical appearance, then a design for the missing historic 
feature is undertaken. If adequate historical,.pictorial,.and 
physical evidence exdsts to accurately reproduce the feature, 
then designing, constructing, and/or installing anew.feature ~ 
based on the information is appropriate. Examples include 
reestablishing an allee of wees along an entry drive or a series 
of steps leading to an overlook, based on adequate physical 
evidence. If there is inadequate information, the replacement 
reflects a new design that is compatible with the character of 
the landscape, yet contemporary so that a false historical 
appearance is not created. 

Determining what is compatible yet contemporary is one of 
the most challenging aspects within the construct of treat- 
ment. The key to designing a compatible feature is identifying 
the historic character of the feature and determining a 
contemporary design which references the historic character 
in scale, derail, composition, and materials. For example, a 
treatment recommendation is to reestablish a fence around a 
farmstead bur there is insufficient evidence regarding the exact 
historic design. Based on the knowledge that picket fencing 
was historically used, the design principles thac guide the 
replacement might include the siting, use of certain materials, 
and incorporation of the vertical, uniform character of a 
picket fence in the design. In order to distinguish the fencing 
from an accurate reproduction, a contemporary design (such ___ et 


as a square) for the top of each picket might be chosen,_ ae 


Compatible Alterations and Additions 

Alterations and additions to a landscape are often needed to 
assure continued use. Such additions and alterations, however, 
do not radically change, obscure, or destroy significant historic 


--$patal organization, materials, and features. Alterations, 


additions, or related new construction are differentiated from 
the historic fabric yet compatible wich the character of the 
landscape to protect its historic integrity. amples of 
compatible additions and alterations include locating a new 
parking area for visitors outside the historic core of 
landscape, installing a ramp for accessibility in a manner that is 
visually compatible and does not destroy historic materials, 
and substituting unhealthy historic plane material with disease 
resistant modern varieties. 


(Derived from The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treaonent of Historic Properties. 1995.) 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Dodge Hall, Northeastern University 
Room 450 


Tuesday, July 17, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


~ Welcome & Comments Received 


Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Project Update 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Presentation: Historical Landscape Resources 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Dr. Charles Beveridge 
Historian, Olmsted Papers 


Marion Pressley, FALSA, President 
’ Pressley Associates, Inc. - 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Fredie Kay Introduction of Susan Jeghelian, 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution 


HMuddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-7 July 17, 2000\CAC_Agenda_Juty17_2000.doc 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Historic Resources 
July 17, 2000 


Bruce Conklin PE, CDM 

Marion Pressley, Pressley 
Associates, Inc. 

Dr. Charles Bevridge 


Meeting Objective 


= Obtain CAC views on suggested historic 
resource treatment as outlined in master plan 


= Resolve historic treatment and habitat 
restoration goals 


Presentation Outline 


Synopsis of habitat meeting 
Overview of historic resource investigation 
Presentation of historic resources 


Discussion of master plan 


Regulatory Controls 


= Limited project under Wetlands Act 


= Flood channel 


- One of eight interest areas under 
310CMR10.01 


= Habitat improvements 


- One of eight interest areas, subject to 
310CMR10.53 - “improve the natural 
capacity of a reasource...” 


Historic Aspects 


m Project objective to follow Secretary of the 
Interior Standards with Guidelines for the 
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes 


m™ Changes must be consistent with historic 
protection guidelines (Interiors Standards, 
Sect. 106 and Local Landmarks) 


Project Objectives 


= Improve water quality 
m= Enhance aquatic / riparian habitat 


= Restore landscape and historic resources 


Potential Habitat Improvements 


m Where resource areas are not primarily 
invasive species - preserve where possible 


m Where resource areas are primarily invasive 
species - replace invasive species with 
wetland species and add adjacent upland 
vegetation 


TYPICAL HEALTHY ECOSYSTEM 
CROSS-SECTION 


i BWA Ag 
ncaa —/ ie = = 
iis xo 
wacram VE i ane REMAURLE AREAS 


ee PERIOD OF SATURATION 
—$—$— UPLAND SHRUBS / ee ee > manr iver 


Potential Habitat Changes (con’t) 


= Bank areas - stabilize “beach” areas or add 
plantings 


Definition of a “beach” area is an Olmsted term for a 
segment open fo visual access to river 


TYPICAL HEALTHY OLMSTED “BEACH™ SECTION 


te 
C EEE sohaind 


Discussion (con’t) 


= Questions 


What is the CAC’s view of the consultants’ 
conclusion that in order to enhance habitat 
the biodiversity of the plant community 
must be increased? 

What is the CAC’s view of the consultants 
conclusion that removal of invasive 
monoculture species is a significant 
component of increasing biodivesity of 
plant species? 


oe = Attachment 3 


EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
Presentation on Historic Resources in the Muddy River System 
Dr. Charles Beveridge and Marion Pressley, FASLA 


thie July 17, 2000 


List of Slides used in Presentation 


Dr. Charles Beveridge 


iE 1892 Study of Views and Planting Plan with comments by J. C. Olmsted & 
Warren Manning (FLONHS # 927-95). 


1893 Planting Plan at Longwood Bridge, Riverway (FLONHS # 930-61). 
2. Spring 1892 Riverway under construction. 


1889 Grading Plan at Longwood Bridge; scale 1"=40', (FLONHS # 938-18). 


Marion Pressley 


a July 23,1881; Plan of Proposed Muddy River Improvement Showing 
Contours (Survey) (FLONHS # 930-1a). 


July 23,1881; Plan of Proposed Muddy River Improvement Showing 
Contours (Survey) (FLONHS # 930-1b). 


4. 10 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park, Lithograph; (FLONHS); scale 1"=40 


Detail of same 1892 Plan showing only what is now Olmsted Park. 
=e 1890 Grading Plan for Ward's Pond; scale 1"=40'; (BPRD # 18207A). 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park; Lithograph; scale 1"=40; detail of Ward's Pond; (FLONHS). 


6. December, 1894 Riverway and Leverett Park Plan Showing Position of Electric Lights and 
Conduit; City of Boston Park Dept Olmsted Park Showing Position of Electric Lights and 
Conduit No. 7; scale 1"=40'; (BPRD # 14203B). 


December 1900; City of Boston Park Department Olmsted Park; (plan combining Jamaica 
Pond and Olmsted Park); scale 1"=40'; (FLONHS). 


7. 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park: Lithograph; scale 1"=40'; comments on planting over 1892 plan 
scale 1"= 40'; (FLONHS # 923-87). 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park, Lithograph; scale 1"=40; comments over 1892 plan by H.H. Blossom, August 26, 1915; 


(FLONHS). 
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Aerial Photos: 

8. May 15, 1985; Aerial Photo; Ward's Pond Olmsted Park; Topo-Metrics, Inc., New York. 
December 7, 1985; Aerial Photo; Ward's Pond Olmsted Park; Topo-Metrics, Inc., New 
York. 

Photos: shh 

9. eS 2,1901; View of Ward's Pond looking toward Chestnut from Jamaicaway; (FLONHS # 


c. 1901; View of Ward's Pond looking toward Perkins Street from the Jamaicaway; (FLONHS # 
964-24). 


10. c. 1900 East side of Ward's Pond looking Pond (BPL Print room). 
c. 1900 East side of Ward's looking south (BPL Print room). 
i October 2, 1901 East side of Ward's Pond looking North (BPL Print room). 
c. 1904 Ward's Pond looking South (BPL Print room). 
12. c.1904 Ward's Pond looking South (FLONHS #964-22). 
1990 early May at Ward's Pond looking south (Pressley). 
Drawings: 
13. c. 1890 Grading Plan for Natural History Pools; (scale 1"=40'; BPRD # 18205A). 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park; Lithograph; scale 1"=40'; detail of Natural History Pools 
(FLONHS). 


14. c. 1890 The Parkway walks and pools between Ward's Pond and Perkins 
Street scale 1"=40'; (BPRD # 18000A). 


December, 1894 Riverway and Leverett Park Plan Showing Position of 
Electric Lights and Conduit No. 6; scale 1"=40'; (BPRD #14200A). a " , 


15: Blank 


c. 1893 Planting Plan for Willow Pond & Natural History Pools; scale 
1"=40'; (FLONHS #927-136). 


Aerial Photos: 

16. May 15, 1985; Aerial Photo; Leverett Pond; Topo-Metrics, Inc., New York. 
May 15, 1985; Aerial Photo; Willow Pond; Topo-Metrics, Inc., New York. 

Photos: 

17: c. 1920 Willow Pond photo by Leon Abdalian; winter scene (BPL Print room). 


c. 1920 Willow Pond photo by Leon Abdalian; winter scene of bridge and 
pond (BPL Print room). 
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18. Willow Pond bridge culvert at Willow Pond Road; (BPRD). 
Willow Pond waterfall from history pool to Willow Pond; (BPRD). 

19. Willow Pond bridge culvert at Willow Pond Road; (FLONHS # 923-5). 
c. 1900; Willow Pond; (HGSD). 

20. June 10,1898; Olmsted Park Cove & Cove Bridge by L. A. Andrews; (FLONHS # 923-6). 
c.1900 Olmsted Park Cove and Cove Bridge(HGSD). 

Drawings: 

21. c. 1898 Grading Plan Olmsted Park detail of Leverett Pond Cove and bridge. 


c. 1934; Olmsted Park Cove and Bridge showing exist. Vegetation; scale 1"=40' (WPA Project # 
15401); (BPRD # 18203A). 


22. 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park; Lithograph; scale 
1"=40; detail of Daisy Field; (FLONHS). 


Photo: 
August, 1916; Olmsted Park view of Elm in Daisy Field; (FLONHS # 964-27). 


ki 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park; Lithograph; 
detail of Leverett Pond; scale 1'=40'; (FLONHS). 


Photo: 
c. 1900 Leverett Pond form Allerton Overlook Olmsted Park (Brookline Public Library). 


Riverway Park: 
Drawings: 


24. July 23,1881; Plan of Proposed Muddy River improvement Showing Contours (Survey); 
(FLONHS # 939- Ic). rt * tome: } ciao dt 


July 23,1881; Plan of Proposed Muddy River improvement Shown in Contours (Survey); 
(FLONHS # 930-1d). 


25. 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park: Lithograph; 
scale 1"=40'; Detail showing only the Riverway from Boylston Street (Route 9) to Brookline 
Avenue at Audubon Road (Park Drive); (FLONHS). 


Blank 
26. 1890 Grading Plan Section C Island Bridges in the Riverway, Boston side only scale 1"=40' 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park; Lithograph; 
scale 1"=40'; Detail showing Island Bridges at Netherlands Road; (FLONHS). 


27. March/12,1892; Plan showing views and planting Section 3, both sides at Island Bridges near 
Netherlands Road; (FLONHS # 927-97). 


1893 The Parkway Planting Study ,Section 3, Longwood Avenue to Brookline Avenue. both 
sides; scale 1"=40'; (FLONHS 930-62). 


a ST La a a a 
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28. 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park; Lithograph; 
scale 1"=40'; comments on planting over 1892 plan scale 1"= 40'; (FLONHS # 930-81). 


1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica Park, Lithograph; 
scale 1"=40; comments over 1892 plan by H.H. Blossom, August 26, 1915; (FLONHS). 


Aerial Photos: Rete 


2. 


30. 


Photos: 


oR 


cP 


c EE 


34. 


tp): 


36. 


1925 Aerial Photo; The Muddy River valley from Brookline; photo Fairchild Aerial Survey, 
Inc., New York; (BPL Print room). 


1925 Aerial Photo; The Muddy River valley from Brookline; photo Fairchild Aerial Survey, 
Inc., New York; detail of Island Bridges at Netherlands Road; (BPL Print room). 


May 15, 1985; Aerial Photo; The Riverway; Topo-Metrics, Inc., New York. 


April, 1991; Aerial Photo; The Riverway; Landslides/Alex MacLean Boston, MA. 


Spring 1892; Riverway under construction near Brookline Avenue; (FLONHS 
#88 117/6370/47). 


Spring 1892; Riverway under construction the Longwood section; (FLONHS #881 17/ 15370/44). 
c. 1901 Riverway upstream form Longwood Bridge; (FLONHS #930-73). 


1907 Riverway upstream form Longwood Bridge; photo by Thomas Sears; 
(FLONHS #88117/55). 


Spring 1892 Riverway under construction upstream from Longwood Bridge; 
(FLONHS # 88117/5370/52). 


c. 1920 Upstream form Longwood Bridge 28 years after construction by Elison (FLONHS # 930- 
71). 


1907 Downstream from footbridge at Longwood BGP by Thomas Sears" 

FLO "beach"; (FLONHS # 930-49). | pe ery Pig: 16 ce alee i 
1910-12 Downstream from footbridge at ats ea an by Thomas Sears; 

FLO "beach" ; (FLONHS #930-51). 


1904 View looking upstream above Brookline Avenue 12 years after 
construction showing wetland plantings; (FLONHS #930-102B). 


1915 View looking upstream above Brookline Avenue 23 years after construction showing 
wetland plantings; ( (FLONHS # 43056-30) . 


Early May 1920; View downstream above Longwood Bridge, 28 years after 
construction (FLONHS #930-76) 


Early May 1920; View along path, 28 years after construction (FLONHS 
#930-79). 
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Drawings: 


37. 1889 The Parkway from Brookline Ave. at Boylston St. to Longwood Ave. 
showing Grading and other Construction Details; scale 1"=40' (FLONHS # 


930-18). 


Dec. 10,1890, City of Boston Parks, Riverway Grading Plan Section A, 
at Brookline Avenue at Boylston St., scale 1"=40'.(BPRD) 


38. 1892 Plan of the Parkway between Muddy River Gate House and Jamaica 
Park (scale 1"=40' Detail showing Brookline Avenue near Fens; (FLONHS). 


1893 The Parkway topographic plan for planting study Section | Brookline Ave. to Saint 
Mary's (FLONHS #930-60). 


a. c.1892 Study by JCO and Manning of views and plant massings in the Riverway Showing 
Brookline Avenue at Brookline Avenue at Audubon Road; (FLONHS # 923-87). 


Aerial Photo: 


Aerial photo 1998 of Sears parking lot; photo Landslides/Alex MacLean, 
Boston Massachusetts. 


Drawings: 


40. Revised July 1921 Boston Parks Dept. Back Bay Fens Sheet 8 of 8; scale 1"= 40'; (BPRD # 
12221A). 


Detail of Sheet 8 of 8 above. 


Photos: 
41. c.1905 Bridle Path Bridge near Audubon Road (FLONHS # 8117/5364-44). 


c.1905 Pedestrian side of Bridal Path Bridge near Audubon Road, now 
removed (FLONHS # 930-43). 


42. c.1905 Riverway Gate House at Brookline Ave.: photo by J.G. Langdon; 
(FLONHS # 930-99). 


January 27, 1901, Riverway Gate House and headwall at Brookline Ave; 
photo by P. R. Jones;(FLONHS # 930-66). 


43. 1898 Fens Bridge Headwall at Audubon Road Back Bay Fens; photo by 
James G. Langdon; (FLONHS # 916-62). 


¢.1900 View towards Brookline Avenue from Fens Bridge; (FLONHS 
#9 16-25). 


Back Bay Fens: 
Drawings: 


44. 1879 Proposed Improvement of Back Bay, Lithograph; scale 1"=40'; 
(FLONHS). 


Dec. 3, 1887 Map of the Back Bay Fens, Commonwealth Avenue, Beacon 
Street and Audubon Road; (FLONHS). 
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45. November 1921; Revised General Plan for Back Bay Fens; Arthur A. 
Shurtleff; (BPRD). 
1926 General Plan for Back Bay Fens; Arthur A. Shurtleff; (BPRD). 


46. 1977 Map of the Back Bay Fens Restoration; Carol R. Johnson Assoc., scale 1"=50".’ 


1986 Back Bay Fens Olmsted Historic Landscape Preservation Program 
Master Plan; Walmsley/ Pressley joint venture, scale 1"=100'. 


47. 1887 Map of the Back Bay Fens, Commonwealth Avenue, Beacon Street and 
Audubon Road, Lithograph; (FLONHS). 


July 1921; Overlay by Arthur A. Shurtleff on 1887 Map of the Back Bay 
Fens, by F. L. Olmsted. 


48. November 1921; Back Bay Fens and vicinity compiled by Arthur A. 
Shurtleff; (BPRD). 


Aerial Photo: 


1925 Aerial photograph back Bay Fens; photo by Fairchild Aerial Survey 
Inc, New York (BPL print room). 


Drawings: 


49. November 1921; Back Bay Fens and vicinity compiled by Arthur .A. 
Shurtleff; (BPRD). 


March 25, 1999; Back Bay Fens; Surveying and Mapping Consultants 
(SMC); scale 1"=100'. 


50. Dec. 4, 1878; Topographic Plan for Back Bay Fens showing Gravely 
Point; (FLONHS # 916-1A). 


1887; Map of the Back Bay Fens; Lithograph, (FLONHS). 


al: August, 1921; Tentative Contours to Accompany Revised General Plan; 
scale 1"=100';(BPRD). - \ : - ee 


Detail of August 1921 study. 


D2; March 29, 1918; Study sheet of Back Bay Fens in Stadium area sheet 
No.6, scale 1"=40'; (BPRD # 12211A). 


c.1929; Filling study at Fens athletic field/stadium; (BPRD). 

53: March 24, 1927; Excavating, dredging, filling and loaming in the Fens 
between Boylston St, Audubon Road, Fenway & Agassiz Rd, (BPRD # 
12231A). 


Detail of March 24, 1927 study. 


rE 
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Aerial Photos: 


54. c.1935 Aerial photo; by Fairchild Aerial Survey, Inc, New York (BPL 
Print Room). 


December 20, 1965 Aerial photo by Aerial Photo International, Inc., 
Boston MA; scale 1"=400'. os 


55. May 1983 Aerial photo by Landslides/Alex MacLean # 1561.10. 
May 15, 1985 Aerial photo by Topo-Metrics, Inc., Islip, NY. 

56. March 1997 Aerial photo by Landslides/Alex MacLean # 6216.27. 
Blank 

Photos: 

57. General view of Back Bay Fens (FLONHS # 916-55). 


August 1, 1896 photo by J.C. Olmsted of beach in Back Bay Fens (FLONHS 
# 916-7). 


58. c. 1897 The Fenway, general view; photo by P.F. Johnson (BPL print 
room) 


May 1932, Agassiz Road, Back Bay Fens (BPL print room) 
58. c.1895 View towards Richardson Bridge Back Bay Fens, (HGSD) # 3/52). 
c.1895 View of Back Bay Fens (HGSD # 3/49). 
59. Spring 1925 Filling in the Back Bay Fens, view toward fire station (FLONHS # 916-50). 


Spring 1925 Filling in the Back Bay Fens, view toward fire station 
(FLONHS # 916-49). 


6C. October a2. 1921 Fens Views; photo by P. Gallagher (FLONHS #916-41).-- 2 - ee ee: ; 


October 12, 1921 Fens Views of area filled for athletic fields (FLONHS 
# 916-32). 


61. October 12, 1921 Fens Views, view toward Museum of Fine arts; photo by 
P. Gallagher; (FLONHS # 916-39). 


October 12, 1921 Fens Views, view toward Museum of Fine Arts; photo by 
P. Gallagher; (FLONHS # 916-45). 


62. c.1931 View toward Richardson Bridge at site of future Victory Gardens; photo by P. 
Gallagher; (FLONHS # 916-73). 


c.1931; Rose Garden in Back Bay Fens; design by Arthur A. Shurtleff; 
(FLONHS # 916-77) 


63. c.1931; Detail view of FLONHS # 916-77 showing lagoon 
September 1985; view of lagoon; (Pressley). 


2 
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Charlesgate : 
Drawings: 


64... March 1878; Revision of Northern Part of Preliminary Plan for the Back Bay Fens; F. L. Olmsted; 
(FLONHS). 


1879; Preliminary Plan for the Back Bay Fens; F. L. Olmsted; (FLONHS). 
65. 1882; Revised plan for Beacon Street Entrance; F. L. Olmsted; (FLONHS). 


March 1884; Diagram that accompanied the planting contract for Beacon 
Street Entrance, Back Bay Fens; J.C. Olmsted (FLONHS). 


66. 1887; Map of the Back Bay Fens, lithograph, F. ‘ft Olmsted. 
Photos: 
c. 1890's; Charlesgate at Commonwealth Avenue. 


67. 1896; Beacon Street Entrance looking towards Boylston Street 
(Richardson) Bridge; photo by J.C. Olmsted (FLONHS). 


c.1895 Muddy Brook opposite Hotel Somerset; (SPNEA BBF-19). 
Drawings: 
68. February 1912; Back Bay Fens Compiled Plan; scale 1"=40' (BPRD). 


February 1923; Plan for vicinity of the Charlesgate; Arthur A. 
Shurtleff; (BPRD). 


Photos: 
69. c.1930; Charlesgate East and West, Arthur A. Shurtleff. 


February 1931; Charles River Basin cian Plan; Arthur A. Shurtleff, scale 1"=200'; 
_ (BPRD # MS 0006PM). _ 


-+e- . : - 
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70. c.1924; East on Commonwealth Avenue from beseiien "Boston Then ard 
Now" Peter Vanderwarker; West (The Bostonian Society). 


1980; East on Commonwealth Avenue from Charlesgate West "Boston Then 
and Now" Peter Vanderwarker; (BPL print room). 


Emerald Necklace Master Plan 1990 form Back Bay Fens, Riverway and Olmsted 


Park: 
Drawings: 
Ti: Blank 


1986; Back Bay Fens Master Plan, Walmsley/Pressley joint venture. 
7p 1986; The Riverway Master Plan, Walmsley/Pressley joint venture. 


1986; Olmsted Park Master Plan, Walmsley/Pressley joint venture. 


a e 
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TOWARD A DEFINITION OF OLMSTEDIAN PRINCIPLES OF DESIGN ~ 
The 7 S's 


SCENERY: Design of “passages of scenery" and profuse use 
of plantings, even in the smallest spaces and 
in areas intended for active use. 


SUITABILITY: Creation of designs that are in keeping with 
the natural scenery and topography of the site: 
respect for, and full utilization of, the “genius 
of the place." 


SPACE: Creation of designs that give an enlarged sense 
of space: bays and headlands of plantings, 
indefinite boundaries, constant opening of new 
views. 


STYLE: Designing in specific styles for particular 
effects: primarily in the Pastoral style (open 
greensward with scattered trees, groves and 
bodies of water) for soothing, restful atmosphere, 
and in the Picturesque style (heavy planting, 
especially with shrubs, on broken terrain) for 
a sense of the richness and bounteousness of 
nature, with chiaroscuro effects of light and 
shade to produce a sense of mystery. 


SUBORDINATION: . Subordination of all features, all details, a pais Ri Cd 
oe ~--. * “both of-natural avd artificial materials, to Se eee 
the overall design and the effect it is intended 
to achieve. 


SEPARATION: Separation of areas designed in different styles, 
so that an “incongruous mixture of styles" will 
not dilute the intended effect of each; separation 
of ways, in order to insure safety of use and 
reduce distractions for those using the space; 
separation of uses that conflict with one another. 


SANITATION: Provision for adequate drainage and similar 
engineering considerations, not simply arranging 
of superficial decoration; creation of designs 
to promote both the physical and mental health 
of users. 


Charles E. Beveridge 
April 25, 1981 
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Plan of The Parkway between Muddy 


River Gatehouse and Jamaica Park 


Boston Parks Department 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — July 17, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome & Comments Received 
Fredie Kay, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


il Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Ill Presentation: Historical Landscape Resources 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Dr. Charles Beveridge 
Historian, Olmsted Papers 


Marion Pressley, FALSA, President . 
Pressley Associates, Inc. 


Q&A with CAC 


IV 2 Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up os) Hea | 
V Fredie Kay Introduction of Susan Jeghelian, Massachusetts Office of 
Dispute Resolution 


Summary 
I Welcome & Comments Received 


Fredie Kay opened the meeting and reminded CAC members to please contact John Burckardt 
and let him know if they will not be able to attend a specific meeting(s). 


A CAC member expressed concern about CAC member attendance at this meeting and asked 
what effort the project team was making to ensure better attendance of CAC members at future 
CAC meetings. John Burckardt responded, stating that he has been calling CAC members in 
advance of each CAC meeting. He noted that many members are on vacation and there has 
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been some turnover of CAC members, specifically the representatives from the Brookline 
Conservation Commission and the Charles River Watershed Association. Mr. Burckardt | 
added that the Boston Parks Department will continue to call CAC members in advance to 
encourage their attendance at CAC meetings, and he noted as a reminder that CAC members 
not present will have CAC meeting summaries to refer to. 


Mr. Burckardt also reminded CAC members of the letter from Kate Bowditch on best 
management practices that was distributed to all CAC members in the last mailing. 


Mr. Burckardt reminded all present to complete the Sign-In sheet. 


II Project Update 

Bruce Conklin provided a brief project update summarizing the major activities the CDM team 
has been working on since the last CAC meeting on June 13, 2000. Specifically, Mr. Conklin 
updated progress on the following project tasks: 


e The Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions issued “Negative Determinations of 
Applicability with Conditions” regarding the sediment sampling plans, so this work can 
begin immediately. 

e The topographic and wetland survey has been completed. 

e Evaluation of dredging methodologies and identification of proposed staging areas has 
begun. 


Mr. Conklin added that the following tasks will be initiated this coming month. 


Evaluation of dredging methodologies and proposed staging areas. 

Developing documentation on the existing conditions in the project area. 

Development of conceptual culvert designs. 

Wetland delineations submitted to Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions for 
their review and approval. 


III Presentation: Historical Landscape Resources 


A copy of the presentation made by the CDM team is included as Attachment 2. There were a 
series of photographic slides that were presented by Charles Beveridge and Marion Pressley. 
A listing of all photographic slides included in Ms. Pressley’s presentation is included as part 
of Attachment 3. In addition, photocopies of key slides are included in Attachment 3. 


Mr. Conklin began the presentation and emphasized that the purpose of the presentation was 
to: 


e Discuss the goals of historic treatment and habitat restoration. 


e Inform the CAC of the preservation planning process that will result in development of an 
historic resource treatment plan. 
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e Obtain CAC views on the compatibility of historic treatment and habitat restoration. 


Mr. Conklin summarized the presentation made at the June 13, 2000 CAC meeting on wildlife 
habitat. Mr. Conklin emphasized his understanding and impression that the CAC supports 
biodiversity and the removal of invasive species. 


Mr. Conklin added that the Historical Landscape Resources presentation will highlight the 
compatibility of historic treatment and habitat restoration. 


Mr. Conklin then discussed the regulatory controls (Wetlands Protection Act, historic 
preservation regulations and guidelines) that must be met for the proposed improvements to be 
implemented. He emphasized that the local, state and federal historic preservation regulations 
and guidelines will govern the treatment and restoration of the historic resources associated 
with the project. 


Dr. Charles Beveridge then presented an overview of the historic resource investigation that he 
and Marion Pressley have conducted for this project. Dr. Beveridge reviewed and summarized 
the resources that are available to the project team, including original notes and plans of 
Frederick Law Olmsted and other landscape architects who have worked on the Emerald 
Necklace. 


Dr. Beveridge referenced the 7 S’s and explained how he developed these in 1981 as a way to 
define and understand Olmstedian principles of landscape design. Dr. Beveridge summarized 
scenery, suitability, space, style, subordination, separation and sanitation and how they 
properly characterize Olmsted’s work. Dr. Beveridge further added that the 7 S’s bring 
Olmsted’s design ideas into a narrow focus and point of reference. He further explained that 
the Fens and Riverway still maintain many of the characteristics of the 7 S’s. 


Dr. Beveridge stated that the Emerald Necklace was implemented the way that Olmsted 
envisioned it to be implemented. Dr. Beveridge noted that the historic landscape reports and 
the number of plans that are still available are critical resources and proof that Olmsted’s 
vision for the Emerald Necklace was largely implemented. 


Dr. Beveridge added that he and Ms. Pressley have discovered additional resources that were 
not available when the last comprehensive historic resources study on the Emerald Necklace 
was completed in the 1980s by the Department of Environmental Management. Beveridge 
added that there is a wealth of information on the Muddy River, particularly for the Brookline 
side. He also added that there are planting plans for the Boston side although many are 


difficult to read. 


Dr. Beveridge also discussed the grading plans that he and Ms. Pressley have reviewed. Many 
of the grading plans they have discovered in their research for this project were not available 
during previous studies, i.e. the DEM study in the 1980s. Dr. Beveridge then concluded that 
the grading plans are a significant resource that are available to this project that were not 
available on previous studies. 


Marion Pressley then presented the findings of the historic resources investigation. Ms 
Pressley began by explaining that, in accordance with the Department of the Interior National 
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Park Service Guidelines, a complete inventory and analysis of the existing site conditions as 
well as the historical research and analysis of the site history are being completed 
simultaneously. This information will be documented to be included in the EIR and for use of 
the team during the design phase. ; 


= Site history is inventoried, analyzed and documented to clearly identify and document the 
historic context and period(s) of significance of the landscape. It describes the physical 
character, features, and materials (the character defining features) that contribute to its 
significance. 


a Existing conditions are inventoried, analyzed and documented to clearly identify and 
describe the landscape. A current survey document was prepared for the base showing 
contemporary site character defining features such as, topography, vegetation, vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation, buildings structures, wetland delineation, etc. Analysis includes 
documentation of appropriate detailed technical information such as plant material 
condition, erosion and drainage issues, vehicular and pedestrian path condition, etc. 


At this point, Ms. Pressley presented an extensive series of photographic slides that included 
previous master plans, grading plans, lighting plans, planting plans and studies, as well as 
historical photographs of the Muddy River and adjacent parklands. A listing of each slide 
presented is included in Attachment x hs 


A brief summary of the material is presented below for the four areas presented Olmsted Park, 
The Riverway, Back Bay Fens and Charlesgate. 


Olmsted Park, including Wards, Willow and Leverett Ponds 


Drawings inventoried include the survey prior to Olmsted's design (1881), the grading plans 
and studies (1889), design plan (lithograph rendering) (1892), planting plans and massing 
studies (1892), and lighting plans (1894). Plans with comments on design in general and 
planting specifically were prepared informally over the 1892 design plan in the early 1900s by 
member’s of the Olmsted Office; specifically John Charles Olmsted, Warren Manning, and H. 
H. Blossom. Grading studies and grading plans prepared in 1898 and in the 1930s arealso- 
available for study, particularly inthe Leverett Pond area. Plans also indicate that the water 
elevation of the ponds on the topographic plans was approximately two feet higher in 
Olmsted's Period than today. 


Photographic information includes aerial photographs (1985) and site photos during the late 
1890s and early to mid 1900s. The photographs document the open nature of the sites, path 
systems and site furnishings as first constructed, as well as, provide a record of the growth of 
the vegetation. All three of the ponds had designed edges, which included the "Olmsted 
beach” concept of open areas that allowed visual access and controlled views of the landscape. 
The beaches created a contrast of open lawn and densely planted edges. A system of lighting 
is also documented on drawings and photos. 


The original planting plans and plant lists show a wide variety of trees, shrubs, vines, 
groundcovers, perennials and wetland association plants. Bio-diversity was very much a part 
of Olmsted’s design. Ms. Pressley explained that for instance in the Ward’s Pond today there 
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are five major invasive plant species and the bio-diversity of the Olmsted planting design has 
been lost. Pressley Associates is working with LEC Environmental to evaluate the impacts of 
the invasive species on habitat. 


Riverway, including the Muddy River from Route 9 to the Fens Bridge at Audubon Road: 


Drawings inventoried include the survey prior to Olmsted's design (1881), the Olmsted grading 
plans (1890), design plan (lithograph rendering) (1892), planting plans and massing studies 
(1892 and 1893), and a grading plan between Brookline Avenue and the Fens Bridge at 
Audubon (1921) grading compiled by Arthur A. Shurtleff (Shurcliff). Plans with comments on 
design in general and planting specifically were prepared informally over the 1892 design plan 
in the early 1900s by member’s of the Olmsted Office; specifically John Charles Olmsted, 
Warren Manning, and H. H. Blossom. Plans also indicate that the water elevation on the 
topographic plans was approximately two feet higher in Olmsted's Period than today. 


In the Riverway section, Ms. Pressley showed how the Muddy River was significantly 
modified from the 1881 survey, which shows its earlier meandering course. The Muddy was 
totally reconstructed and included the "Olmsted beach” concept of open areas that allowed 
visual access and controlled views of the landscape. The beaches created a contrast of open 
lawn and densely planted edges. 


Photographic information includes aerial photographs (1925, 1985,1991, & 1998) and site 
photos during the late 1890s and early to mid-1900s. The photographs document the site 
under construction and the path systems, plantings, grading, structures, and site furnishings as 
first constructed. Photograph documentation also provides a record of the growth of the 
vegetation 12 to 28 years after initial planting. 


In the area of the Riverway that is today known as the Sears Park (formerly, the Sears parking 
lot), Olmsted designed the river as a wide-open water body. Photographic documentation is 
available, as well as, grading and planting plans by Olmsted showing the parkways, gate 
house, and bridge designed and constructed during the Olmsted Period. Neither this area nor 
the area from Brookline Avenue to the Fens Bridge at Audubon Road was modified during the 


~ Shurtiefi Period. In fact, a 192i survey compiled by Shurtleff documents the as-buift “~~ 


condition from the Olmsted Period as it existed until the land was lost to the Sears Roebuck | 
Company in 1958-59 for a parking lot. Modification of the Fenway, Audubon Road, and 
Brookline Avenue to add traffic lanes and the demolition of the bridge obliterated the entire 
Olmsted design, put the river in pipes, and reduced the original footprint of the park. 


Back Bay Fens, including the area from the Fens Bridge at Audubon Road to the Richardson 
Bridge at Boylston Street: 


In the Back Bay Fens, Ms. Pressley discussed how the most active planning has focused on the 
Back Bay Fens. This section of the project has two periods of significance: the Olmsted 
Period and the Shurtleff (Shurcliff) Period. Ms. Pressley summarized the different landscape 
master plans that were prepared for the Back Bay Fens and the development and modifications 
that have been implemented in the Fens over approximately the last 100 years. Ms. Pressley 
noted that the planting plans from Olmsted and Schurcliff have not been found. 


e- eee 
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Drawings inventoried include as series of design plans for the park during both the Olmsted 
and Shurtleff Periods. In.the Olmsted Period these plans include the survey prior to Olmsted’s 
design (1881), the design plan (master plan) by Olmsted (1879), grading plan for 1878, and 
the 1887 lithograph rendering for the park by Olmsted. The 1887 Olmsted lithograph for the 
Back Bay Fens is the design plan that illustrates the park as it was constructed. This is 
confirmed by a survey in 1902, revised in 1907, that shows the condition of the park after 
Olmsted's design. Planting plans have not been found yet. 


The Shurtleff Period design plans include a 1921 Revised General Plan (which is actually a 
compiled survey of the site from the Olmsted Period), a 1926 General Plan for the Back Bay 
Fens and a series of studies for the Fens from 1912 to 1934 by Shurtleff for the filling for the 
athletic fields; for design of the lagoon at the Museum of Fine Arts, for the design of a 
playground, for filling and grading in the areas that becomes the Victory Gardens in the 1940s, 
and for the design of the rose garden, etc. A set of grading plans (eight), in addition to the 
compiled plan by Shurtleff in 1921 listed above, show an overlay of proposed filling studies, 
but also document the as-built condition of the Olmsted Period. 


Also presented were the master plans for the Fens by Carol R. Johnson in 1977, and current 
master plan as established under the Department of Environmental Management program 
dated 1986 by Walmsley/Pressley Joint Venture. 


Ms Pressley also presented two drawings that are analysis drawings that she has prepared. 
These drawings compare the shoreline as designed by Olmsted with the shoreline as modified 
by Shurtleff. She said that a similar analysis would be done comparing both periods of 
significance to today's shoreline to determine if the edges have integrity from either period. 


Photographic information includes aerial photographs (1925, 1935, 1965, 1977, 1985, & 1997) 
and site photos during the mid- to late-1890s and early To mid 1900s. The early photographs 
document the character and natural systems of the site while it were still tidal. The path 
systems and site furnishings, as well as the surrounding roads and parkway system, are also 
documented and provide a record of the site as it was first constructed under Olmsted. The 
design of the original fen also included the "Olmsted beach” concept. In the tidal Back Bay 


Fens gravel paiis went down to the wate: ‘and broaden out providing thesamie contrastof open= = — 


edges (beaches) and densely planted edges, rather than the grass beaches of the Olmsted Park 
and Riverway. Photos also document the filling and grading from 1910 to 1920s during the 
Shurtleff Period and the design as constructed during the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s. 


Photos also document the filling and grading from 1910 to the 1920s during the Shurtleff 
Period and the design as constructed during the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s. 


Charlesgate form the Richardson Bridge at Boylston Street to the Charles River: 


Ms. Pressley then focused on the Charlesgate area and reviewed the modifications to the river, 
streets, and the adjacent parkland that have been implemented over the years. 


Drawings inventoried during the Olmsted Period include early design drawings and 
preliminary design plans (1878 & 1879), Revised Plan for Beacon Street Entrance (1882), a 
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planting plan for the area (1884), and the Map of the Back Bay Fens, a lithograph rendering 
(1887). It should be noted that the 1884 plan is the only planting plan for the Fenway area that 
we have located. Plans from 1897 through 1899 show modifications to the street and culvert 
and gate design. 


Drawings inventoried during the Shurtleff Period are design plans from 1912 to 1936 including 
design, grading, and planting, with the 1912, 1923 and 1931 plans that were shown at the CAC 
meeting being the most informative. 


Drawings inventoried from 1949 through 1957 document the major changes that occurred as 
modifications were made to the Charlesgate interchange with Storrow Drive and the 
construction of the Bowker overpass. This construction had a major impact on this section of 
the park and its relationship to the Charles River. The road configuration and water edges from 
the Shurtleff Period partially remain. The planting, however, was modified at this time and has 
no integrity for either period of significance. 


Photographic documentation gathered to date and shown at the CAC meeting is limited. 
Photographic documentation of the Olmsted Period is limited to the mid-1890 and documents 
the watercourse and the street layout at Commonwealth Avenue. For the Shurtleff Period, the 
1930s modifications by Shurtleff are documented. A pair of pictures 1924 and 1980 
documents the modifications during the construction of the Storrow Drive Interchange. 


Emerald Necklace Master Plan 1990 form Back Bay Fens, Riverway and Olmsted Park: 


Ms. Pressley then discussed the planning process regarding the most recent, 1990 Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan and how that planning process was different than the planning process 
that is required today by federal and state regulations and guidelines. Specifically, Ms. 
Pressley summarized the National Park Service’s guidelines and regulations for historic 
treatment, planning and implementation with which the Muddy River project will comply. 


Mr. Conklin concluded the consultant’s presentation and emphasized that the project team will 
create a historic resources treatment and restoration conceptual plan for the entire Muddy 


- River. All caginsered improvements to the. River will be.done in the-context; and-consistent -- = 


with, the conceptual plan. 
Q&A with CAC 


What is the applicability of the 1990 Emerald Necklace Master Plan as a base given the 
additional historical resources information that the CDM team had found? 


Ms. Pressley responded that the 1990 Master Plan will still be the base line, but that the 
regulations and guidelines, particularly the National Parks Services’ guidelines, as well as the 
wetland regulations, must also work into the equation. In the NPS guidelines, for example, the 
both the primary and secondary periods of significance are identified, but the guidelines also 
respect the continuum of the site. 


What will the project team try to design to based on the new information that has been 
discovered? 
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Ms. Pressley responded that the project team would respect the continuum of the site, but that 
the primary and secondary periods of significance will also be a goal. The information 
gathered in many cases reinforces, confirms, and supplements information gathered during the < 
master planning. mone 


Are we committed to restoring back to Olmsted's original plans? 


Ms. Pressley responded that the amount of landscape work under this phase depends on what 
the engineers determine are the improvements necessary to meet the project goals, particularly 
the flood control goal. This will determine the limits of disturbance under this phase. 
Landscape work will be done within the limits of disturbance. 


The 1990 Master Plan should be augmented with the additional information that Dr. 
Beveridge and Ms. Pressley discovered. Secondly, the driving force of the project should be 
historic restoration with flood control as one of the secondary goals and priorities of the 
project. Furthermore, historic restoration improvements should not be sacrificed as cost 
cutting measures if the proposed improvements cost more than the funds available. 


Ms. Pressley responded that the 1990 Plan will be the guideline. The historic restoration issues 

will be integrated with the engineering in an iterative process that will result in the most 

historically appropriate and effective improvement measures for both historic restoration and 

flood control. It should be noted that the areas that will be restored include the actual 

construction areas, the staging areas, and the areas or for access. When construction work is 

done, it will include the historic restoration of the disturbed areas, and this work will occur 

after flood control and engineering work is constructed. The historical landscape restoration 

will be part of the scope of work and not an alternate to be included if funds are available. < 


How does the resource information (historic, habitat) integrate with the evaluation of — 
engineered improvements? Secondly, it would be very helpful if the CAC had a better 
understanding of the existing conditions of the natural resources. 


Ms. Pressley commented that there is a considerable amount of integration within the project 
__team .tegarding the study of the resource areas and that the analvsis and recommended _. _. 
improvements will reflect the integration of history, ecology and engineering issues. Both -—.. -- 
LEC and Pressley are evaluating the condition of the natural resources including invasive 
species. Plant lists from the Olmsted design are being studied by LEC and a list of the 


historical plants that also provide wildlife habitat value is being prepared. 


= 


A concern was expressed that the CAC will be overwhelmed with information and analysis to 
review when all of this material appears in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports 
(EIRs). 


Mr. Conklin responded that the project team is sensitive to this issue and hopes that the CAC 
meetings are helping to convey at least some of the information and analysis to CAC members 
so they don’t experience an information overload when the time comes to review the Draft 
EIR. 
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A concern was expressed regarding the engineering process and how the engineering 
evaluations are being conducted. The historic resources issues and needs should shape the 
nature and scope of the proposed engineering improvements. 


Mr. Conklin emphasized that there is ongoing, integrated evaluations going on between the 
project team members. 


A CAC member commented that the project team should examine the “mistakes” of Olmsted's 
plan and try to improve upon those aspects of his plan that have not worked as intended. Also, 
what is the period of significance that will be used to guide the development of the historic 
resources treatment and restoration conceptual plan? 


Ms Pressley responded that certainly the planting of some species of plants, which have proven 
over time to be invasive, would be left off the restoration plant lists. River Birch for instance 
that has become an invasive species at Jamaica Pond would not be planted in other areas. The 
general design by Olmsted is still a superior design including circulation systems, topography, 
structures, etc., which has been impacted by "modern improvements" such as road widening 
and takings for active recreation or parking for Sears. 


Ms. Pressley responded that the project team does not yet know what the period of significance 
will be, but that the team will follow the National Park Service’s guidelines. 


What period of significance is the project leaning to? 


Ms. Pressley said that the project team has not yet fully analyzed this issue. For Olmsted Park 
and the Riverway, the Period of Significance is the Olmsted Period, whereas, for the Back Bay 
Fens there is a primary and secondary period of significance. The Primary Period is the 
Olmsted Period and the Secondary Period is the Shurtleff Period. However, as with the 1990 
Master Plan, the continuum for later designed areas in the Back Bay Fens, such as the Victory 
Gardens and War Memorials, will be respected in the Back Bay Fens. 


A CAC member commented that the cultural landscape of the resource area has to be 


considered when determining the periodof significance. The:historic landscape should.also. ~~ -.:.—- 


serve as the basis for each of the engineering alternatives: For example, the scale, materials, 
design of improvements should complement the historic resources. On the Fens Bridge, for 
example, the restoration of that bridge should be conducted in such a way that it restores the 
bridge to its original design or at least restored in a way that is consistent with its original 
design. 


Mr. Conklin responded that all engineering alternatives considered will have historical 
integrity. 


The engineering technologies used as part of the recommended improvements should be out of 
sight to the extent possible and the historic restoration improvements should be what the 


public sees from the completed project. 


ACAC member commented that the historic resources plan that is developed should be 
sustainable and maintenance requirements should be considered to insure that the 
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improvements can be.easily maintained. If we only performed better maintenance, we would 
likely have more of Olmsted's original plan in place. 


A CAC member asked how the changes to the Charles River with the development of the dam, 
affected Olmsted's plan? : 


Ms. Pressley said that the Charles River Dam changed the Muddy River from a salt to a fresh 
water environment, therefore, effecting the plant material species that could survive in the 
changed conditions. It also resulted in the redesign of the park by Arthur A. Shurtleff. The 
new design called for major filling in the Fens for the addition of active recreation areas in the 
previously passive park, and a redesign of the circulation system in the park. 


IV _ Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Based on the information gathered from the planting plans, are there priorities about what 
historic resources need to be fixed/improved. 


Ms. Pressley responded that the 1990 Master Plan prioritized the improvement needs. On this 
project, however, there are a number of priorities that need to be properly balanced to meet the 
multiple objectives of the project. The historic, ecological and engineering issues are all part 
of the picture. As stated earlier, the work will include the historic restoration of the areas after 
flood control and engineering issues are designed and constructed, including areas disturbed by 
staging and construction. The priority is that all disturbances be restored. 


The historic planting plans provide the location and species selection from the Olmsted Period, 
but as stated earlier, we need to remove, from these lists plants, that we now know are 
invasive. We are also working with LEC to review the Olmsted lists to determine species from 
the historical plant lists that provide wildlife habitat value. 


How will the uses of the Emerald Necklace Park System (focusing on the Muddy River) be 
" evaluated in the context of the alternatives evaluations? _ 


nee st ts ut ~-: ee eee - 


Ms. Pressley responded that the historical recreational uses of the Muddy River will be 
examined. The targeted post-improvement water level of the river may be an issue for the 
users of the Emerald Necklace. 


As an example, we know that the water elevation today in Leverett Pond is two-foot lower 
than the elevation shown on the Olmsted plans. There is also a question of how much and in 
what areas boating occurred during the Olmsted Period. How did one bring a boat to the river 
and how did one actually get a boat into the water? Photographs of the site show limited 
boating use, but plans and at least one photograph show the location of a boating dock at Sears 
Park. Historic photographs are also taken on a boat in the water. 


How will the tradeoffs, which are necessary in order to meet the multiple objectives of the 
project, be evaluated and determined? 
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Ms. Pressley responded that this is a critical question, particularly in the Back Bay Fens 
section. Ms. Pressley emphasized that the National Park System guidelines require that we 
analyze the integrity of the historic character defining features and determine the appropriate 
treatment for the landscape based on integrity as a major objective. However, we always need 
to keep in mind flood control and ecological concerns and needs, as well as, the continuum of 
_ the design of the landscape. 


On the Brookline side of the River, what parkland areas will be restored? The mature trees 
that line the parkland area provide an excellent screening between the river system and the 
urban environment of Boston and Brookline. The trees, while maybe not part of Olmsted's 
original plan, are an important part of people's experience along the Muddy River today. 


Another CAC member responded that many of the trees in the Leverett Pond area are in bad 
shape and should be removed. 


Ms. Pressley responded that the parkway trees were definitely part of the Olmsted design for 
the park and parkways and are also an important issue in the 1990 Master Plan. In most cases, 
however, the trees fall within the MDC right-of-way and are under their care and control. She 
also stated that the health of the trees within the parks is being evaluated during this project. 


Consultant Presentation Conclusion — 


Mr. Conklin concluded the project team’s presentation by asking the CAC the following 
question: “Does the CAC agree that the EIR planning should be based on using the 1990 
Master Plan as a guideline incorporating subsequent regulations and removing invasive species 
to achieve the compatible goals of biodiversity and historic preservation.” 


CAC members agreed with the principle of the statement, but felt that additional elements 
needed to be added. To respond to the question, the CAC agreed to the following affirmative 
statement: . 


The CAC agrees that-the EIR planning should be based on using as a guideline the 1990 
Master Plan augmented by new information incorporating subsequent regulations, removing 
invasive species and taking other necessary actions to enhance the compatibility of 
biodiversity, historic preservation and sustainability. 


oo 


It was agreed that a draft of this statement would be circulated to the CAC for comment. 
Based on CAC comments received, a second draft would be mailed to the CAC prior to the 
next CAC meeting (August 22nd). At the beginning of the August 22nd CAC meeting, the 
CAC would decide if there were consensus in favor of the statement. 


[Note: All CAC members should review the above statement and send any comments to John 
Burckardt prior to the August 22nd meeting. ] 
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Vv Fredie Kay Introduction of Susan Jeghelian, Massachusetts Office of 
Dispute Resolution 


Fredie Kay informed the CAC that due to family commitments she is resigning from her 
position as Executive Director of the Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution. Theretore, 
Ms. Kay will no longer serve as the CAC’s Facilitator. Ms. Kay thanked the CAC for the 
pleasure of working with them. | 


Ms. Kay then introduced Susan Jeghelian from the Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution 
who will replace Ms. Kay as the CAC’s Facilitator beginning with the August 22, 2000 CAC 
meeting. . 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Tuesday, August 22, 2000. 
Location will be the Egan Center at Northeastern University (end of Forsyth Street, adjacent 
to the Ruggles MBTA station). The meeting topic will be Staging Areas/Vehicular Traffic and 
Pedestrian Issues. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet | | 
Attachment 2 —CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
Attachment 3 — Listing of Slides from Mr. Beveridge and Ms. Pressley’s 
Presentation, including copies of key slides. 


Attachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 


Diuly 17, 2000 


Sign-In Sheet 


C. © Affiliation: 3)" - tl oe 2. Signatures; 


Charles Alan 
Isabella M. 
Suzanne 
Christine 
Mary 
Edward 

> Margaret 
Frances Allou 
Irene 
Alan — 
George 


June 


Birnbaum 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Crain Penniman 


Cutler 


Dyson 


Gershwin 


Gillis 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Heath 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


National Park Service 


Friends of the Muddy River 


Fenway Community 
Development Corp 


Jamaica Pond Project 


Charles River Watershed Association 


Brookline Resident | x —1 Cut! eV 


Historic Massachusetts B 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
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Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
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Brookline Conservation Commission 
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Lauren Meier 
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Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn ‘ 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: August 15, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
RE: Meeting Notice; Other Information 


NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Tuesday, August 22, 2000 
5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 

Northeastern University 


Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Agenda Topics: Staging Areas; Pedestrian & Traffic Issues 


e Possible Staging Areas including advantages and disadvantages. 
e Pedestrian and Vehicular Traffic Issues during construction. 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


e-mail jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
oS TT a a ae 


Other Attachments: 
1. Draft of Statement from last CAC Meeting. (Yellow Page) 
2. Read-ahead assignment for CAC Meeting on August 22, 2000. 


3. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of June 13, 2000. 
Please review. Submit written comments within 7 calendar days John Burckardt by fax (617-635- 


3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re- 
issued. but the written comments will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


4. Handouts on Historic Resources from CAC Meeting, July 17, 2000. 
- The 7S’s: Toward a Definition of Olmstedian Principals of Design 
- Samples of Historic Plans 
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Draft Statement from CAC Meeting of July 17, 2000: 


As drafted by CAC at the Meeting of July 17, 2000: 


The CAC agrees that the EIR planning should be based on using as a guideline the 
1990 Master Plan augmented by new information and incorporating subsequent 
regulations, removing invasive species and taking other necessary actions to 


enhance the compatibility of biodiversity, historic preservation and sustainability. 


Final Proposed Rewording: 


The CAC agrees that the wildlife wee and historic landscape treatment planning 


vf a ec | 
for the EIR should be basetorrusmng-as-a-guideline the 1990 Master Plan 


augmented as follows: _ 


- Include new information obtained by the consultant team, CAC, and others; 
- Incorporate subsequent wetland and historic resource regulations; 

- Include removal of invasive species; and 

- Include other necessary actions to enhance the compatibility of biodiversity, 


historic preservation and sustainability. 


Reasons for revisions: 
1. Comment: One CAC member expressed confusion over the reference to the 1990 Master Plan 
instead of the more recent 1999 “plan” (as described in the 1999 Environmental Notification Plan 


[ENF], which includes flood control work. 
Response: The term “planning” was modified by the addition of the modifiers “wildlife habitat and 


historic resources treatment.” 


2. Comment: The sentence is long and grammatically awkward. — 
Response: The sentence was restructured, and a bullet list was added. 


3. Comment: The original wording did not limit the new information to that which is obtained by the 


consultant. 


Response: The words “CAC and others” was added. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Ill. 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240° 


Tuesday, August 22, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Project Update 


David C. Noonan, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


CAC Discussion of Statement on Habitat & Historic Treatment 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, 
Facilitator 


Presentation: Staging Areas; Pedestrian & Traffic Issues 


David C. Noonan, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


James H. Winkler, P. E., Manager of Design 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Joseph Wanat, P. E., Transportation Engineer 
VHB, Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:10 


6:10 —6:20 


6:20 — 6:35 


6:35 — 7:25 


7:25 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 
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Camp Dresser & McKee 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Staging Areas; 
Pedestrians and Traffic 


August 22, 2000 


Dave Noonan, P.E., CDM 
Jim Winkler, P.E., CDM 
Joe Wanat, P.E., VHB 


Citizens Advisory Committee Presentation 


‘Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 
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Objectives 


m Review preliminary construction alternatives 


@ Review potential staging area locations and 
pedestrian and traffic considerations 


Muddy River Restoration Project 
Location of W 
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Construction Alternatives 


@ Hydraulic Dredging 
m@ Mechanical Dredging 


— Excavator 
— Crane with environmental bucket 


m “In the dry” or open Excavation 


m@ Pipe Jacking 


Construction Alternatives 
Evaluation Criteria 


Neighborhood traffic impacts 
Odors/Noise 

Bridge and other height constraints 
Truck traffic 

Pedestrian Circulation 

Bank disturbance/Habitat 

Historic Resource 

Park Use 
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Construction Alternatives 
Evaluation Criteria (continued) 


m Cost 
@ Duration 
m Safety, Security and Emergency Access 


m Effect on staging area locations and sizing 


Description of Hydraulic Dredging 
Alternative 


“Vacuum cleaner” on a barge 


Dredged material is collected through moveable 
mechanical arm 


Dredged material is pumped from barge to staging 
area 


At staging area, water is removed 
Water is filtered and discharged back into river 


Dewatered dredged material is hauled off site in 
sealed and covered 18-wheel trailer dump trucks 
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Hydraulic Dredge Barge 


Hydraulic Dredging Alternative 
Staging Area Description 


= Minimum dimensions 100 ft. by 300 ft. 


Belt filter presses mounted on 18-wheel flatbed 
trailers 


Sedimentation tanks 
18-wheel dump trucks 
Diesel generators 
Field trailers 


Processing time varies depending on number of belt 
filter presses in use 
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Description of Mechanical Dredging Alternative 


Medium size barge with either a mounted crane or 
excavator 


Crane with environmental bucket 
Excavator has open top bucket 


Requires temporary unloading area to transfer dredged 
material from barge to “water tight” 10-wheel dump 
trucks 


Dump trucks haul dredged material to staging areas 


Dredged material is dewatered in contained stockpile 
areas 


Dewatered dredged material is hauled off-site in sealed 
and covered 18-wheel trailer dump trucks 


Sait! 


Barge-mounted Crane 
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Barge-mounted Excavator 


Mechanical Dredging Alternative 
Staging Area Description 


= A minimum of 10 staging areas at all times 


m@ Each staging area the size of an “oversized” football 
field 


m@ Dredged material to be deposited within a contained 
stockpile area 


™@ Drying time will vary from 9-18 months 
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Evaluation of Hydraulic and Mechanical 
Dredge Alternatives 


Potential Impact 
Hydraulic 
Neighborhood Traffic Impacts 
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Effect on Staging Area Locations and Sizing 


Staging Area Locations 


Charlesgate 

Agassiz Road 

Duck House 

Lagoon (Jersey Street) 
Clemente Field 

Fens at Louis Pasteur 
Former Sears Parking Lot 
Netherlands Road 

Daisy Field 

10 Former MDC Kelly Rink 
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@ Former MIC Ketty Riek g = 
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Questions for CAC 


m@ Have we covered all evaluation criteria in our 
analysis of construction alternatives and potential 
staging area locations? 


Are there any comments for or against the use of 
each of the potential staging areas? Have we missed — 
any? 


m@ Are there any issues or concerns regarding traffic 
routes or pedestrian access restrictions that we 
should know about? Are there restrictions on hours 
of operation or duration that we should be 
considering in our evaluation? 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens ertree Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — August 22, 2000 CAC ae 


~~. Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


‘sito Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


II Project Update 
David C. Noonan, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


il Presentation: Staging Areas; Pedestrian and Traffic Issues 
David C. Noonan, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


James H. Winkler, P.E., Manager of Design 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Joseph Wanat, P.E., Transportation Engineer 
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. 


Q&A with CAC 


iV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up © 


Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting by introducing herself as the new CAC Facilitator and 
summarizing her understanding of her role and the role the CAC is playing on the project. Ms. 
Jeghelian emphasized that she will follow the same process and procedures that Fredie Kay 
developed with the group. 


John Burckardt presented two project-related updates. Mr. Burckardt noted that a CAC 
member had raised the issue of the potential impact of the proposed new Red Sox ballpark on 
the Muddy River project. He explained that the project team has not studied the potential 
impact that construction of a new ballpark could have on construction of Muddy River 
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Page 2 
improvements. Mr. Burckardt suggested that the CAC address this issue at a later point in the 
project. 


Mr. Burckardt also summarized the Boston Water and Sewer Commission’s project — cleaning 
of the Stony Brook Conduit. Mr. Burckardt referenced the Commission’s project fact sheet 
that he distributed to the CAC at the meeting. He further explained that the Commission has a 
staging area at Charlesgate East to facilitate the cleaning of the conduit. If CAC members 
have questions or concerns about this project they should contact Janet Mainiero at the 
Commission at 443-9554. 


I Project Update 

Dave Noonan provided a brief project update summarizing the major activities the CDM team 
has been working on since the last CAC meeting on July 17, 2000. Specifically, Mr. Noonan 
updated progress on the following project tasks: 


e Approximately 90 borings have been completed as part of the sediment-sampling program. 
Charlesgate and Back Bay Fens are done. The wet weather has slowed progress on the 
borings due to elevated water levels in the river. Remaining borings in Wards, Willow and 
Leverett Ponds and the Riverway will be completed within the next two weeks. 

e The wetlands delineations are almost complete. There are some inconsistencies between 
the data and the mapping that are being corrected. Submittals to Boston and Brookline 
Conservation Commissions will be completed and submitted by September 6. Both 
conservation commissions will address the wetlands delineations at their September 
meetings. 

e The DEP has provided the project team with their comments on the water quality sampling 
program. The project team has responded to the DEP’s comments and is awaiting 
approval to commence sampling program. 

e The culvert design alternatives are progressing smoothly. Several proposed configurations 
have been developed and analyzed. Proposed alternatives will be presented at the 
September 19 CAC meeting. 


Ill CAC Discussion of Statement on Habitat & Historic Treatment 


Ms. Jeghelian. referenced the orange colored sheet in the CAC members’ information bic 
that contained the revised, proposed affirmative statement from the CAC to the project team 
regarding habitat and historic treatment. 


John Burckardt explained that if the CAC approves of the statement, the CDM consultant team 
will be directed to follow the direction the CAC established for the habitat and historic 
treatment aspects of the project. 


There was discussion among CAC members regarding the statement and consideration of 
broadening the statement to reflect other elements and aspects of the project. 


Mr. Burckardt noted that the statement could be as narrow or broad as the CAC wishes it to be. 
Bruce Conklin of CDM reminded the CAC that the original intent of the statement was for the 
CAC to provide an affirmative direction to the CDM consultant team on how they should 
proceed with the project as it relates to wildlife habitat and historic landscape treatment 
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planning. The statement was not intended to serve as a guiding principle for the consultant 
team to follow for the entire project. It was noted that other project elements might very well 
warrant similar directives from the CAC as the one proposed herein. 


Based on CAC member comments and Mr. Burckardt’s response, the CAC agreed to the final 
proposed wording as provided on the orange sheet with one grammatical change. The final 
statement approved by the CAC follows: 


The CAC agrees that the wildlife habitat and historic landscape treatment planning for the 
EIR should be guided by the 1990 Master Plan augmented as follows: 


e Include new information obtained by the consultant team, CAC and others; 
e Incorporate subsequent wetland and historic resource regulations; 
e Include removal of invasive species; and 


e Include other necessary actions to enhance the compatibility of biodiversity, historic 
preservation and sustainability. 


The CAC concluded this discussion with recommendation that it adopt similar statements to 
provide direction to the consultant team as it proceeds with other elements of the project. 


IV. Presentation: Staging Areas; Pedestrian and Traffic Issues 

Mr. Noonan prefaced the presentation by explaining the purpose of the presentation and 
discussed why staging areas are being reviewed simultaneously with the pedestrian and traffic 
issues. 


Mr. Noonan summarized the need for staging areas. He explained that at this point in the 
project, the project team has begun an evaluation of alternative construction methodologies. 
Mr. Noonan added that each of the alternative construction methodologies have different 
staging area requirements. Some construction methodologies may require more staging areas 
than others. Some construction methodologies also may require larger staging areas, and for a 
longer duration than other construction alternatives. 


Mr. Noonan emphasized that the staging area requirements are one of many factors that are ~ 
analyzed for each construction alternative. Therefore, it is important to review potential 
staging areas with the CAC and get their input and feedback on the proposed sites. The CAC’s 
input and direction on the staging areas will be factored into the analysis of each construction 
alternative. 


Pedestrian and traffic impacts exist for each staging area. Review of these impacts is 
particularly important because of all the impacts that a staging area can present, these are the 
ones that will most directly affect users of the Muddy River parkland areas and other areas 
adjacent to proposed staging locations. 


Mr. Noonan then introduced Jim Winkler from CDM and Joe Wanat from VHB to make the 
presentation on the staging areas, pedestrian and vehicular traffic issues. A copy of the CDM 
consultant team presentation is enclosed as Attachment 2. 
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Q&A with CAC 


A CAC member commented that the consultant team has made a compelling argument for the 
use of hydraulic dredging rather than mechanical dredging. What is the downside of 
hydraulic dredging? 


Jim Winkler responded that in this application on the Muddy River, hydraulic dredging is the 
optimal dredging method. The overall impacts and cost will be less than mechanical dredging. 
In addition, the construction duration can be sonsicerauly less if hydraulic dredging is used 
rather than mechanical dredging. 


As part of Mr. Winkler’s response, he again summarized the two dredging techniques and their 
potential impacts to the bank and parkland areas. 


If hydraulic dredging is used, please clarify what staging areas would be needed at a minimum 
to facilitate dredging from Wards Pond downstream to the Back Bay Fens? 


Mr. Winkler responded that for the ponds and the upper Riverway, either Daisy Field or the 
former MDC Kelly Rink site would be needed. For other parts of the Riverway and upper 
Back Bay Fens either Netherlands Road or the former Sears Parking lot site. For the Back Bay 
Fens, the options include the former Sears parking lot, the open area near Avenue Louis 
Pasteur, Clemente field, the lagoon area, or Agassiz Road. “ 

A CAC member asked if the project team has considered the land areas along the Riverway for 
use as staging areas. 


Mr. Winkler responded that the upland areas along the Riverway segment of the river are too 
steep to locate a staging area and there would be too much land disturbance and other related 
impacts to justify a staging area along at these locations. 


What would be the land impacts of a staging area? 


Mr. Winkler responded that the land impacts of a staging area would be significant, but 

‘temporary. At each steging area, the contractor-willtikéiy lay gravel maierial down io bette? 
support the truck traffic exiting and entering the site. Mr. Winkler emphasized that all staging 
areas would be fully restored according to the landscape treatment plans that will be developed 
by Pressley & Associates, the landscape architects for the project. 


What are the land impacts from both hydraulic and mechanical dredging? 


Mr. Winkler responded that the land impacts associated with hydraulic dredging are 
considerably less than the land impacts associated with mechanical dredging. In both 
operations, the dredge barge would be placed into the river by acrane. 


With hydraulic dredging, what is the diameter of the pipe used to pump dredged material from 
the river to the staging area? 


Mr. Winkler said the pipe diameter in a hydraulic dredge operation will be either 8-inch or 10- 
inch. 
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How will the Phragmites be removed from the River? 


Mr. Winkler briefly explained the likely method in which the Phragmites will be removed 
from the River. He emphasized that Phragmites removal will likely take place from the 
middle of the River and the consultant team does not anticipate significant impacts to the 
banks during removal of the Phragmites and their root mass. The consultant team will attempt 
to minimize disturbance to the riverbanks during Phragmites removal. 


A CAC member commented that in order to properly evaluate each proposed staging area 
location, the CAC needs to better understand the other associated impacts such as noise, 
traffic, etc. 


Mr. Winkler said that a detailed evaluation of each proposed staging area location and the 
associated impacts will be clearly presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


A CAC member commented that the previous dredging project in the Back Bay Fens was done 
with very little impact to the land. 


Can the Agassiz Road staging area be configured so that pedestrian access is not obstructed? 
As the proposed site is presently configured, the pedestrian dirt path would be blocked off? 


Mr. Winkler responded that if Agassiz Road were used for a staging area, the existing dirt path 
would have to be temporarily closed. However, Mr. Winkler added that a temporary path 
could be installed that would enable pedestrians access from the walking paths along The 
Fenway to Agassiz Road beyond the proposed staging area to Park Drive. 


There are a number of trees within and surrounding many of the proposed staging areas. 
What would happen with these trees? 


Mr. Winkler responded that trees adjacent to staging areas would be protected. Trees within a 
staging area would be protected if possible but would likely require removal. Mr. Winkler 

added that any tree that would be a candidate for removal would be evaluated and that heritage 
or original Olmsted era trees, for example, would not be removed. ~ _ . 


 —— — et tom 


—_—e_- -- be ee ——- _ © eran 


Has the project team considered the use of the basketball courts adjacent to Clemente Field 
for use as a staging area rather than the Lagoon/Jersey Street Staging Area? 


Mr. Winkler responded that he believes the basketball courts do not meet the size requirements 
for the construction alternatives but the consultant team will revisit and assess the potential use 
of the courts as a potential staging area. Mr. Winkler added that it is CDM’s understanding 
that the basketball courts are heavily used and mitigating the loss of the courts may be difficult 
to achieve. 


What are the noise impacts associated with hydraulic dredging? 


Mr. Winkler said the noise impacts are minimal and limited to a diesel or gasoline powered 
generator. Mr. Conklin added that the project team will look into requiring the contractor to 
use a temporary electric service for the equipment. He said that the use of a temporary electric 
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service would be dependent upon the utility (electric) service available at the location of the 
staging area. Mr. Winkler also added that the hydraulic sedge process itself does not 
generate any noise. 


If mechanical dredging was used, can the dredged material be run through the belt filter press 
_ similar to the hydraulic dredge alternative? 


Mr. Winkler responded that the dredged material from a mechanical dredge process contains 
too little water to be dewatered through a belt filter press. Water would need to be added 
before processing. The more critical issue is when using the mechanical dredging process; the 
material removed could not be pumped from the removal location to the belt filter press. 


The project team needs to make sure that the contractor, upon completion of the project, will 
be required to remove all piping used to transport dredged material from the river to the 
staging area. The CAC member added that some of the piping from the last dredging project 
could still be seen in the Back Bay Fens. 


A CAC member commented on the importance of the bank edge. The project team needs to 
clearly define the original bank edge. This will be critically important during the Phragmites 
removal process. 


The project team should consider the use of Evans Way Park as a staging area. Use of Evans 
Way Park could obviate the need for using Agassiz Road. Agassiz Road is an important 
connector between Park Drive and The Fenway and is an important connection between the 
east and west Fenway areas. Loss of Agassiz Road would be a significant impact to people 
who live in the Fenway. 


Mr. Winkler responded by saying that the project team will evaluate the use of Evans Way 
Park as a staging area for the Back Bay Fens segment of the River. CDM will report the 
results of this evaluation in the draft environmental impact report. 


From this presentation, there is nothing compelling to suggest why mechanical dredging 
should be Surther considered, abe why is oe Eprojert team evaluating mechanical” a 


| dredging? —_ 
Jason Cortell from Jason M. Cortell and Associates responded that the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs, in the MEPA Certificate on the Environmental Notification Form 


(ENF) for this project, required the project proponent to consider and evaluate alternative 
dredging methods including mechanical dredging. 


A CAC member requested that the project team provide more information with the noise 
associated with each of the proposed staging areas and how the noise impacts compares with 
the ambient or background noise for the areas in which they are situated. 


Mr. Winkler responded that this information will be provided in the draft environmental 
impact report. Mr. Winkler added that he believes the noise impacts present at the staging 
areas will be no greater than the current ambient noise levels in the area. For example, the 
most significant noise generator at a staging area will be a portable diesel generator, which will 
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be no louder than a diesel pick-up truck. Alternatively, the project team will consider the use 
of a temporary electric service, provided there is sufficient electrical service accessible in the 
area to power the equipment in the staging area.. 


The project team needs to make sure that the contractor, upon completion of the project, will 
be required to remove all piping used to transport dredged material from the river to the 
staging area. .The CAC member added that some of the piping from the last dredging project 
could still be seen in the Back Bay Fens. 


A CAC member commented on the importance of the bank edge. The project team needs to 
clearly define the original bank edge. This will be critically important during the Phragmites 
removal process. 


The project team stated that the construction duration would be approximately 32 months. If 
hydraulic dredging is the utilized construction method, by how many months can the 
construction schedule be reduced? 


Mr. Winkler stated that the construction schedule could be considerably shortened. He 
emphasized that the project team has not analyzed construction duration sufficiently to make a 
determination on how much the construction schedule can be reduced. 


A CAC member suggested that the CAC consider writing a letter to MEPA recommending that 
mechanical dredging be no longer considered a construction alternative for the proposed 
Muddy River improvements. 


Proposed CAC Statement on Staging Areas 


Ms. Jeghelian asked CAC members to focus on the criteria that the project team is using to 
assess and evaluate the impacts of the different construction alternatives. Ms. Jeghelian asked 
if there are other criteria that the project team should utilize in its analysis. 


There was some discussion among CAC members regarding the criteria. The Soa oles to 
the following additional criteria that the Project team should utilize: | " 2 


~ 


x=: -_—. 


« eeeiorical impacts of construction alternatives 
e Ecological impacts of staging areas 
e Historic Resource and Habitat impacts 


The CAC further requested that, in the EIR document, the CDM team develop a matrix, or a 
series of matrices, with each of the staging and construction alternatives, the evaluation 
criteria, impacts to each of the criteria and other critical issues associated with each 
alternative. 


The CAC also asked that the project team develop, for the CAC’s consideration, an 
affirmative statement on the staging areas, pedestrian and traffic issues that reflects the 
sentiments of the CAC members. The project team agreed and committed to developing a 
statement for the CAC which will be mailed to them in advance of the September 19 CAC 
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meeting. Note: these draft statements are included on a separate sheet included in the 
mailing dated September 11, 2000. 


_ Several CAC members requested a site visit to the Hardy Pond dredging project in Waltham. - 
Bruce Conklin responded for the project team and stated that a video clip of the operation at 
Hardy Pond will be shown to the CAC at the September 19 meeting. 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


A person asked that the project team provide more detailed analysis of impacts at each of the 
proposed staging areas, particularly the Agassiz Road site. 


A person asked what is the noise level from a diesel generator running all day long. 
The design team agreed to look into these questions, and present actual noise level data. 


A person noted that the City of Boston has a noise ordinance. Also, the City does not allow 
buses to idle for more than 5 minutes. The design team should consider these requirements. 


The design team will consider these requirements. 
A person asked if the Phragmites beds could be used for a staging area. 


Mr. Winkler stated that the Phragmites beds could not support the load of the equipment that 
will be used to remove Phragmites therefore they could not be used as a staging area. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Tuesday, September 19, 
2000. The meeting will be held in Northeastern University’s Dodge Hall in Room 450. 
Dodge Hall is on Huntington Avenue next to the YMCA. 


The meeting will be the first of two meetings on the subjects of culverts, open channels 
(daylighting), dredging and disposal. The meeting-on September 19th will focus on the basis 
for estabiishing the flood control objective of the project, the culvert alternatives being ~~ 
considered for the project, the daylighting alternatives at the former Sears lot and near Avenue 
Louis Pasteur, and the channel dredging required for flood control. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 


Attachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting Sign-In Sheet 
) August 22, 2000 


Name? 22 003.2006 08 Affiliation: - 


Charles Alan Birnbaum National Park Service 
Isabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community é 

Suzanne Comtois Development Corp be a: ( ; Aan 2 
Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
Edward Cutler Brookline Resident 

aes al 2 a 
Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts 

cotati EE eS. SS AS 

DFrances Allou Gershwin ‘Mahoney, Hawkes & Goldings 
Irene Gillis Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
Alan Goodman The Abbey Group | | } oi ‘’ 
George Hagerty -— Fenway Studiosinc~ rf ee sy be min.) 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
Richard Heath 
a. al 

Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. twv—— 
Adam Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
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DATE: September 11, 2000 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice; Other Information 


NE a4 EETIN 


PLEASE ALSO NOTE THE MEETING LOCATIONS! 


Tuesday, September 19,2000 Thursday, September 28, 2000 


Northeastern University 


Dodge Hall 


Room 450 
Huntington Avenue (next to YMCA) 


Agenda Topics: Culvert/Open Channel 


Includes video of hydraulic dredging at Hardy 
Pond, Waltham. 


5:45 p.m. 
6:00 p.m. 
- 8:30 p.m. 


Northeastern University 
Egan Engineering /Science Research 
Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 


Agenda Topics: Dredge/Disposal (Haul Routes) 


Refreshments 
Presentation & Discussion 
_ Adjourn 


~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ See Map on Back! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Other Attachments: 


1. Draft of Statements from last CAC Meeting. (Yellow Sheet) 


2. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of August 22, 2000. 
Please review. Submit written comments within 7 calendar days John Burckardt by fax (617-635- 


3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and 
re-issued, but the written comments will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


BOSTON 


Thomas M. Menino, Mayor 


EMERALD NECKLACE 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 


PHASE I MuDDY RIVER FLOOD ConTROL, 
WATERSQUALITY AND HABITAT ENHANCEMENT 
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Draft StatemSat on Evaluation Criteria for Staging Area Selection: 


3, Sa 
The CAC supports use of the following evaluation’ criteria that are. used i in the project design consultan 


analysis of construction alternatives and potential staging area locations (presented in alphabetical 
order): 


Bank disturbance 
Bridge and other héight.con 
Construction-related truck traffic 

Ecological impacts of construction alternatives 
Ecological impacts of staging areas 

Historic resource and habitat impacts 
Neighborhood traffic impacts 

Odors and noise impacts 

Park use impacts 

Pedestrian circulation 
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Boston Parks and Recreation Department ¢ Justine M. Liff, Commissioner 
1010 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel.: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173 
ons 


Draft Statement on Dredging Method Selection: 


The CAC recommends that hydraulic dredging is the preferred alternative with the exception of 
Phragmites removal. 


Draft Statement on Staging Area Use: 

The CAC recognizes that staging areas are needed to enable and support construction of Muddy River 
improvements. The CAC understands the number of staging areas needed depends on the improvements 
to be constructed and the construction alternative utilized. The CAC also requests that the fewest 
possible staging areas be used for the shortest time duration feasible. To this end, the CAC also supports 
the use of hydraulic dredging where dredging is necessary to minimize impacts on banks, shorten staging 
area use, and to control exposure to sediments. 


Draft Statement on Selection and Evaluation of Staging Areas: 


The CAC supports the evaluation and analysis of the following locations, one or more of which could 
potentially be used as a staging area during construction of Muddy River improvements. 


Charlesgate 

Agassiz Road 

Duck House . a 
Lagoon (Jersey Street) 
Clemente Field 

Evans Way Park 

Fens at Louis Pasteur 
Former Sears Parking Lot 
Netherlands Road 

10. Daisy Field 

11. Former MDC Kelly Rink 


The CAC, at this time, does not specifically endorse the use of any of the above referenced locations for 
use as a staging area until it reviews the complete impact evaluation on each site that will be presented 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. : 


SCSHNAMANYWNH™ 


O~  O O  O  O O OO OO O ON  NONOeNNOOO 


The CAC is asked to review the above statements. There will be 15 minutes at the start of the next 
CAC meeting (September 19th) for a discussion of these statements. This discussion can be continued 
at the September 28th meeting, if requested. In addition, the CAC may provide comments prior to the 
September 19th meeting to: | 


John Burckardt, 
Project Manager, Muddy River Restoration 


Boston Parks & Recreation Department Phone: (617) 635-4505 x6517 
1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd Floor Fax — (617) 635-3256 
Boston, MA 02118 E-Mail: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Dodge Hall, Northeastern University 
Room 450 


———E—ooooEoEOEOEOOO__ 


Tuesday, September 19, 2000 | 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 7 : 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:10 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Project Update 6:10 — 6:20 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


CAC Discussion of Statement on Staging Areas 6:20 - 6:35 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, 
Facilitator 


Discussion of the statements may be continued to the second part of this 
meeting on September 28th. 


Video: Hydraulic Dredging at Hardy Pond, Waltham 6:35 — 6:45 


Presentation: Culvert/Open Channel/Dredge/Disposal 6:45 — 7:45 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 7:45 —8:20 


Discussion may be continued to the second part of this meeting 
on September 28th. 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 — 8:30 ( 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Culvert / Open Channel 
Alternatives 
September 19, 2000 


Bruce Conklin, P.E., CDM 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


Meeting Objective 


m Obtain CAC views on whether additional 
alternatives should be considered for drainage 
improvements (culverts and daylighted 
channels) 


Identify preferred alternative for drainage 
improvements to carry forward in Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 


Presentation Outline 


m= Hydraulic basis of drainage improvements 


= Drainage improvements alternatives by river 
segment 


= Advantages / disadvantages of alternatives 


= Dredging cross sections 


Basis for Hydraulic Evaluation 


@ Planning level hydraulic study of Muddy River 
for Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
(EQEA), October, 1998 


m Uses storm of October 20-21, 1996 as design 
storm 


= Recommends improvements to lower flood 
levels from design storm 


m Used as basis for Environmental Notification 
Form (ENF) for BPRD 


Schematic of the Muddy River 


Hydraulic Profile of Muddy River 
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Selected Water Elevations” 


Normal Water Water Water Surface w/ 

Surface Surface Improvements 
during Oct. during Oct. 1996 
1996 Storm Storm 


Agassiz 108.5 111.9 111.9 
Road 


Riverway 108.5 118.8 113.4 
Culvert 


Leverett 108.5 119.4 116.1 
Pond 


*MDC datum 


Recommendations from 1998 Report 
to EOEA 


Remove debris and sediment from Willow and 
Leverett Ponds 


Remove phragmites along Riverway 


Replace Riverway and Brookline Avenue 
culverts with two 10 by 10 foot box culverts 


Open channel former Sears Parking Lot 


Open channel from Upper Fens Pond to Louis 
Pasteur Avenue 


Recommendations from 4998 Report 
to EOEA (con’t) 


= Dredge minimum 30 foot channel for hydraulic 
capacity from Boston Gatehouse to Ipswich 
Street (Fens Area) to remove sediment and 
phragmites 


= Remove sediment and debris from channel 
from Ipswich Street to Storrow Drive 


Culvert 101 


Arch Versus Box Culvert 


Arch Culvert Box Culverts 
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Headwall - Multiple Openings 


Headwall - Single Opening 
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Summary of Culvert/Open Channel 


Improvements 


Options Ce Culvert Former Sears Lot Brookline Ave Upstream of Fans eee Fens Bndgo 


Single 10x24 atch“ cutvert.east. | Saaght Channet 
of curre nt alignment 


Single 10%24 arch’ culven wee | Channel sumnst to histric layout 
of current tc 


Singla 10% 16' arch* culvert east 
of cunent alignment - 1etaan 
Curent tuverts 


Riverway Culvert 
Option No. 1 


@ Abandon existing drains 


@ Construct new drains 
(east side of existing drains) 


Single 10x24" arch’ culvert - 
abandon exising drains, option 
to ratsin Gatzhouse 


Singla 10° 4 24" arch’ culvert 
score Sie 1, 2. and3, 
abandon es isting trains 


atch autvert east of 


G aalsing culvert 


Re pises evtsting culvert witha 
sings 19744 aren’ ouvert 


Riverway Culvert 
Option No. 2 


w Abandon existing drains 


= Construct new drains 
(west side of existing drains) 


Riverway Culvert 
Option No. 3 


= Maintain existing drains 


= Remove structure 


= Construct new drain 


Riverway Culvert 
Option No. 4 
a Maintain existing drains 
a Remove structure Park Drive 


wg Construct new drain 


Riverway Culvert 


Operations & Differential 
Maintenance Issues Cost 
Closely aligns with Equivalent to 
historic shoreline other options 
Partially follows historic | Trash Collection 
shoreline Area 
Partially follows historic | Trash Collection Less Costly 
shoreline Area by $150,000 


Closely aligns with Equivalent to Less Costly 
historic shoreline other options by $150,000 


Former Sears Lot 
Option No. 1 (from u.s. Army Corps of Engineers) 


y ae 


mw Abandon or maintain 
existing drains 


m Construct new trapezoidal 
channel 


Former Sears Lot 
Option No. 2 


= Construct new open channel 
with water line location closely 
matching historic shoreline 


Former Sears Lot 
Option No. 3 


4-FT. WIDE STRP 
(EACH SIDE OF CHANNEL) 
FOR WETLAND VEGETATION 


EROSION CONTROL 
MAT (TYP. 


TYPICAL DAYLIGHT SECTION SCALE: WOR. Yio 


Channel Section A-—A 
Olmstead Topographical Plan for 
Planting Study (1893) 


Sears Parking Lot Summary 


Historic Landscape Operations & Differential 
opts ae 

Does not follow historic | Equivalentto | Least Costly 

shoreline other options | by $100,000 

Closely aligns with Equivalent to 

historic shoreline other options 


historic shoreline other options 
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Brookline Avenue 
ion No 


Opt 
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w Construct new drains 


2 


Brookline Avenue 
ion No 


Opt 


|e Maintain existing drains and gatehouse 
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Proposed Preliminary Dredge 
Sections for Flood Control 
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Proposed Preliminary Dredge 
Sections for Flood Control 


© WYDRAULIC DESIGN DEPTH (FROM HYDRAULIC DESIGN REPORT) 
eo WATIVE MATERIAL DEPTH (FROM BORING LOGS) 


Proposed Preliminary Dredge 
Sections for Flood Control 
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Questions 


m= Does the CAC want to add other drainage 
improvement alternatives for consideration? 


= Does the CAC agree with the consultants 
recommended approach for drainage 
infrastructure? 


Questions and Answers 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — September 19, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1, 


tent Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 


Il Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Il CAC Discussion of Statement on Staging Areas 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


IV Video: Hydraulic Dredging at Hardy Pond, Waltham 


V Presentation: Culvert/Open Channel/Dredge/Disposal - 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Project Manager 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


VI Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up. 


Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting and welcomed CAC members. 


John Burckardt informed the CAC that Roscoe Sandlin is resigning from the CAC. MEPA 
will discuss a replacement for Roscoe with the City of Boston. 


Isabella Callanan informed the CAC that she would submit a letter expressing concerns over 
the proposed use of Netherlands Road as a staging area. 
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II Project Update 
Bruce Conklin provided the following project update for activities undertaken in tees and 


September respectively. 


August 

e The sediment sampling program is 90% complete 

© Presentation of dredging and staging area alternatives was made to the CAC 
e The documentation of all historical plans is complete 

e The documentation of the existing conditions is ongoing. 

VHB has completed the assessment of all bridges in the project area 

Culvert alternatives have been identified and are being evaluated 


September 
e The sediment sampling program was completed 


e The wetlands delineations are completed and the hearings with the conservation 
commissions in Boston and Brookline have been scheduled 

e The project team has met with the Boston Transportation Department, MDC and the Town 
of Brookline to review truck alternative routes 


II CAC Discussion of Statements on Staging Areas 

Susan Jeghelian reviewed the proposed statement that was previously mailed to CAC members 
and is included here as Attachment 2. Ms. Jeghelian added that the statement reflects the 
CAC’s input from the August 22, 2000 CAC meeting. Ms. Jeghelian further added that the 
purpose of the statement is to provide guidance to the project team with respect to the staging 
areas as they proceed with the design. 


Draft Statement on Evaluation Criteria for Staging Area Selection 
A CAC member asked what other construction activity will take place in addition to dredging. 


Mr. Conklin responded that construction activities will mainly include culverts, landscape 
restoration and potentially bridge rehabilitation. 


Several CAC members commented that there was redundancy among the criteria and 
recommended that they be reduced. A separate bullet for historic resources was also 
requested. Based on the CAC’s comments, the final statement reads as follows: 


The CAC supports the use of the following evaluation criteria that are used in the project 
design consultant's analysis of dredging alternatives-and potential staging area locations 
(presented in alphabetical order): 


e Bank disturbance 

e Bridge and other height constraints 
e Construction related truck traffic 

e Ecological impacts 

e Habitat impacts 
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e Historic resource impacts 

e Neighborhood traffic impacts 
e . Odors and noise impacts 

e Park use impacts 

e Pedestrian circulation 


Draft Statement on Dredging Method Selection 
A CAC member asked if hydraulic dredging could work for removal of Phragmites. Jim 
Winkler responded that the Phragmites root mass is too heavy for hydraulic dredging cutter 
heads. He added that CDM is evaluating various techniques that involve floating excavation 
equipment. 


A CAC member suggested modification to the statement, replacing the words “Phragmites 
removal” with “invasive species”. Other CAC members agreed and the revised final statement 
reads as follows: 


The CAC recommends that hydraulic dredging is the preferred alternative with the exception 
of invasive species. 


Draft Statement on Staging Area Use 
There were comments on the use of the word “construction”. Some CAC members felt that it 
would be more appropriate to replace this word with “dredging”. Based on CAC member 
comments, the statement was revised to read as follows: 


The CAC recognizes that staging areas are needed to enable and support construction of 

Muddy River improvements. The CAC understands the number of staging areas needed 

depends on the improvements to be constructed and the dredging alternative utilized. The 

CAC also requests that the fewest possible staging areas be used for the shortest duration 

_ feasible. To this end, the CAC also supports the use of hydraulic dredging where dredging is 
necessary to minimize impacts on banks, shorten staging area use, and to control exposure to 

sediments. : 


- . . ° ~ 
-_--+- - — - - tw — rs Pri 


Draft Statement on Selection and Evaluation of Staging Areas 
A CAC member asked what will be the minimum number of staging areas required. Mr. 
Conklin responded that 6 sites would be a minimum. 


A CAC member asked if the Agassiz Road site would be eliminated from consideration. Mr. 
Conklin responded that the project team wants to further evaluate the traffic and emergency 
access impacts. He further added that the project team would accommodate pedestrian access 


around the staging area. 


A CAC member asked if Evans Way Park is a suitable alternative to Agassiz Road. 
Mr. Conklin commented that he is concerned that this site is not adjacent to the river and that 
piping would have to be laid across the Fenway. Also, construction traffic between the staging 
area location and the dredging location would become a problem. Mr. Conklin further added 
that Evans Way Park is close to the Lagoon, another site under consideration, and it does not 
offer any advantages to the Lagoon site. 
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The CAC agreed that the draft statement did not need any revisions and it stands as follows: 


The CAC supports the evaluation and analysis of the following locations, one or more of which 
could potentially be used as a staging area during construction of Muddy River improvements. 


Charlesgate 
Agassiz Road 
Duck House 
Lagoon (Jersey Street) 
Clemente Field 
Evans Way Park 
Fens at Louis Pasteur 
Former Sears Parking Lot 
Netherlands Road 
0. Daisy Field 
I Former MDC Kelly Rink 


SOI SN VE Re Se 


mn tO 


The CAC, at this time, does not specifically endorse the use of any of the above referenced . 
locations for use as a staging area until it reviews the complete impact evaluation on each site 
that will be presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


IV Video: Hydraulic Dredging at Hardy Pond, Waltham 

Bruce Conklin introduced the video and briefly explained the scope of the project at Hardy 
Pond in Waltham. Mr. Conklin then showed the video and explained the hydraulic dredging 
process for the CAC members. Mr. Conklin reiterated the benefits of hydraulic dredging and 
explained how it is an extremely nice technology application for this project. 


Mr. Conklin explained that it takes approximately between 5 and 10 minutes from the time 
dredged material is pumped to the staging area, processed and loaded into container trucks for 


disposal. He added that it takes approximately ] hour to fill a container truck with processed 


_ dredged material. % ra 


Mr. Conklin stated that the de-watering operation is the limiting factor in a dredging operation. 
The capacity of the de-watering equipment at a given staging area will dictate the amount of 
dredging that can be conducted. Mr. Conklin reiterated that the staging areas were selected not 
on the amount of material that could be processed from the sites but on their proximity to the 
River and the ability to pump dredged material from the River to the staging area. 


A CAC member asked if Agassiz Road and Duck House staging areas were used, what would 
be the limits of the dredging that could be supported from these locations. Mr. Conklin 
responded that these two areas could support dredging from the Mass Pike upstream to 
approximately the Lagoon. 
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Mr. Conklin added that the staging area shown at Hardy Pond is approximately a half- acre. 
At Hardy Pond, hydraulic dredging reduces the staging area requirement by 75% compared to 
_ the land area requirements for mechanical dredging. 


A CAC member asked if public roads or private property would be used for storing trucks that 
will be filled with processed dredged material. Mr. Conklin responded that contractors often 
rent private property nearby to store trucks and other equipment that they cannot store at the 
staging areas. He commented that the project team will be looking at this issue more closely. 


A CAC member asked if the project team would elaborate on the use of the Lagoon area. Mr. 
Conklin explained that the contractor would lay a layer of gravel over the area that will be used 
for the staging. No trees would be removed from any of the proposed staging areas, however 
some tree pruning may be necessary. 


Vv Presentation: Culvert/Open Channel/Dredge/Disposal 

The slide presentation on the culvert, open channel, dredge and disposal alternatives is 
included as Attachment 3. Mr. Conklin summarized the objectives of the presentation, which 
were to: 

e present the hydraulic basis of drainage improvements; 

e review drainage improvements alternatives by river segment; 

e present a summary evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives; and 
e present dredging cross sections to better illustrate post-dredge river profiles. 


Mr. Conklin explained that there are five sites along the river where culvert and open channel 
alternatives have been identified and evaluated. Listed below is a summary of the site 
locations and discussion regarding each of the alternatives at each site location. 


‘Riverway Culvert Alternatives 


What is the absolute cost of the recommended Riverway culvert option? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the preliminary cost.estimate of the recommended option for the. - . .. 


- Riverway.culvert is approximately $2 million. — - 
What is the design storm that the culvert alternatives were based upon? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the culvert designs are based on using the October 1996 storm as 
the design storm. 


Former Sears Lot Alternatives 
Mr. Conklin presented the three proposed culvert alternatives at the former Sears lot site. He 
stated that the preliminary estimated cost of the recommended alternative is approximately 


$1.5 - $2.0 million. 


Several CAC members commented that the proposed alternatives for the Sears lot raise 
important issues about the character of headwalls and the importance of meeting historic 


resources goals. 
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Mr. Conklin responded that headwall design is an important issue and this will be addressed by 
the CAC during upcoming CAC meetings on the detailed design. Regarding the historic 
resource issues of the Sears Jot alternatives, Marion Pressley added that the project team views 
this alternative as a rehabilitation that will attempt to reconstruct the water’s edge and 
plantings as close as possible to what was designed by Olmsted. She noted that the current 
water elevation is 2 to 3 feet lower than it was in Olmsted’s time. 


A CAC member commented that we will always have this issue of the slope of the banks due to 
the reduction in the water level. Another CAC member added that this calls into question the 
importance or significance of even trying to restore to Olmsted's original design. 


Brookline Avenue Alternatives 
There was no CAC discussion on the Brookline Avenue alternatives. 


Upstream of Fens Bridge Alternatives 
Mr. Conklin stated that the preliminary project cost for the recommended alternative is 


approximately $1 million. 


Fens Bridge Alternatives 
Mr. Conklin stated that the preliminary project cost for the recommended alternative is 


approximately $200,000 - $300,000. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 
Is flood control the only justification for dredging? 


Mr. Conklin reported that in some areas Phragmites do not have to be removed for flood 
control purposes but because they are located in areas of poor sediment quality, there removal 
may be able to be justified based on water quality benefits. 


A CAC member added that the ENF specifically called for bank-to-bank dredging. 


Mr. Conklin added that the project team’s goal is bank to bank dredging but he : added that 
Phragmites removal has to be justified in accordance with the Wetlands Protection Act. 


How does the Emmanuel College drain relieve flow to the Muddy River Conduit? 


Mr. Conklin stated that presently the Emmanuel College drain is upstream of the Muddy River 
Conduit (MRC). The Emmanuel College drain traverses under Brookline Avenue where it 
outlets or discharges to the MRC. Connecting the Emmanuel Drain into the Muddy River so 
it discharges to the Back Bay Fens would also provide capacity in the MRC to accept other 
tributary flows. 


Water quality and sediment sampling at the outlet of the Emmanuel College drain indicates 
some of the highest levels of contamination along the Muddy River occur at this location. 


Mr. Conklin stated that the water quality sampling conducted for the project does not support 
the assertion. However sediment sampling results in the River at the Emmanuel drain outlet 
indicate poor sediment quality at this location. 
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If dredging was conducted just for flood control purposes, what would happen to the transport 
of sediments in the river that are not removed? 


Mr. Conklin stated that the project team is conducting some sediment transport analysis to 
understand this issue. He added that if the project results in removal of the sediments as 
prescribed in the ENF, this would not be an issue. 


If accumulated sediments are lefi in the river would it result in a reduction in the duration of 
the life cycle flood control benefit? 


Mr. Conklin responded that there would likely be a reduction in the life cycle flood control 
benefit. Mr. Conklin added that the incremental costs of removing all of the sediments could 
be calculated. 


What is the relationship between flows out of the MRC and Jlows through the Fens. Can water 
flow be controlled? Can additional water be passed through the Fens? 


Mr. Conklin explained the purpose of the Brookline Avenue gatehouse and explained how the 
gate is presently set so that Muddy River flow passes through the Back Bay Fens and only 
overflows from the river discharge to the MRC. 


Did the project team consider a bridge at Brookline Avenue? 


Mr. Conklin responded that a bridge was not considered because of the cost and its effect on 
traffic, particularly at the Sears rotary or “jug handle”. He added the design team will consider 
a bridge alternative, and he will report on it to the CAC at the next meeting (September 28th). 


A CAC member commented that there may be a good reason not to completely dredge the river 
because of the impact dredging will have on the benthic habitat. 


A CAC member asked if the project team will conduct a benthic habitat assessment. The 
member added that the Army Corps of Engineers conducted a benthic habitat assessment in 
the mid-1990s. 


- Mr. Corklin stated that.an assessment of the benthic habitat will-bcincludedin the Draft’ -- 2 ~~ 
Environmental Impact Report. Mr. Conklin added that there will be impacts to the benthic 
habitat but that they will restore themselves because the benthic community will not be 
completely impacted by the dredging. For example, areas under culverts and small bridges 
may not be fully dredged. 


A CAC member asked to clarify if the 50-year life of the improvements means in 50 years it 
will return to its current state or if there will be 50 years of a viable river. 


Mr. Conklin explained that it would take approximately 50 years to redeposit the amount of 
sediment that is proposed to be removed during the dredging. Mr. Conklin added that with the 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in place, the rate of disposition is expected to be reduced 
and the life of the improvements would be extended. 


A CAC member emphasized that the inevitable re-sedimentation of the river underscores the 
importance of source control and BMPs. 
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A CAC member added that the existing structures (i.e. Fe ens Gatehouses) contribute to the 
historic resources of the landscape and the project team should consider retaining existing 
historic structures. 


CAC Discussion Questions 
The following questions were posed to the CAC. CAC comments on each immediately 


_ follow. 


if Does the CAC want to add other drainage improvement alternatives for 
consideration. 


The CAC requested that a bridge alternative at Brookline A venue be reviewed. 


Several CAC members stressed the importance of source control and BMPs and asked that the 
project team follow-up on the Charles River Watershed Association's concerns about source 


control. 


Mr. Conklin responded that source controls and BMPs will be addressed again at the October 
30 CAC meeting. 


23 Does the CAC agree with the consultant’s recommended approach for 
drainage infrastructure? 


One CAC member asked that consideration of this question be postponed until the next CAC 
meeting on September 28, 2000. 


Several CAC members commented that the flood control alternatives should be evaluated from 
the perspective and aesthetic of historic resources. They suggested that a sketch or photos 
would be very helpful to visualize the area. 


Mr. Conklin responded by asking the CAC if they would be satisfied with sketches, renderings 
and other visuals during the detailed design phase of the project. 


“Re CAC wonber asked how the projeci team -withaddress constructibiinyand vaustruction = = ~~ 


techniques and if there will be additional alternatives beyond the ones presented at this 
meeting. 


Mr. Conklin briefly explained the requirements of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
the flexibility that will be available to deal with the historic context of the project. He also 
added that the project team will describe the construction process in the EIR and the impacts 
associated with it. 


A CAC member asked to what degree is the final design of the recommended alternatives 
impacted by the CAC. 


Mr. Conklin stated that if the CAC is comfortable with the conceptual design, the project team 
and the CAC can get into the details of each recommended alternative later in the process. 


Will the EIR satisfy the requirements of Section 106 (historical resource planning)? 
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Marion Pressley responded yes. 


Therefore, does the EIR have to demonstrate that it meets the federal and state historic 
standards? : 


Jay Cortell responded that the document will be a draft and it is not the end of the review 
process. Mr. Cortell further added that the burden of the draft report is to articulate impacts 
while the burden of the final environmental impact report is to revise the design and identify 
the mitigation measures that will be implemented. 


VI Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


To what extent is the project team coordinating this project with the planning effort associated 
with the proposed new Fenway ballpark? 


Fran Beatty noted that that the Boston Parks and Recreation Department is meeting with the 
Boston Transportation Department, MDC and Town of Brookline to review the traffic and 
other related issues. While there are studies by others of the traffic and possible changes, these 
are only proposals at this stage. Ms. Beatty added that, for now, the proposed improvements 
would be designed to the constraints of the existing curb lines. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Thursday, September 28, 
2000. The meeting will be held in the Egan Engineering/Science Research Center in the 
Raytheon Amphitheater, Room 240. 


The meeting will focus on a presentation of the sediment characteristics, sediment disposal 
options, dredge methodology, invasive species removal and truck haul routes. 


Enclosures: Attachment ] — Sign-In Sheet _ 
Attachment 2 — Draft CAC Discussion Statement on Staging Areas 
Attachment 3 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: September 20, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice; Other Information 


NOTE: 2ND MEETING IN SEPTEMBER 


PLEASE ALSO NOTE THE MEETING LOCATION! 


Thursday, September 28, 2000 


Northeastern University 
Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 3 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 


Agenda Topics: Culverts/Daylighting: Overview of Approach to Historic Treatment 
Sediment Characteristics 
Dredged Material Disposal &Haul Routes 
Overview: Possible Methods of Invasives Removal 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
» ., 8:30 p.m. Adjourn _ eee 


~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ See Map on Back! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Other Attachments: 


1. GLOSSARY OF TERMS - Definitions for September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 
Please add to Tab#5 of CAC Workbook 


8g ABBREVIATIONS, REVISION 2 — Includes abbreviations to be used at September 28th 


CAC Meeting. Please add to Tab#5 of CAC Workbook 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
. Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 { 


Thursday, September 28, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


I. Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:10 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Il. Follow-up Items from CAC Meeting, September 19, 2000 6:10 — 6:45 


a. Brookline Avenue bridge suggestion 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


b. Culverts: Overview of Approach to Historic Landscape Treatment 


Marion Pressley, F.A.S.L.A., President ( 
Pressley Associates, Inc. 


If]. Presentation: Sediment Characteristics/Dredge/Disposal/ 6:45 — 7:45 
Invasives Removal 
i oe - fie Bruce-R- Conklin, P. E., Vice President .. ~- oe PUMA HS ah - ; 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. . : 


Joseph Wanat, P. E., Transportation Engineer 
VHB, Inc. 


James H. Winkler, P. E., Manager of Design 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC | 7:45 —8:20 - 


IV. Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 - 8:30 


H:WMuddy\CAC Mestings\CAC-10 Sep 28, 2000\CAC_Agenda_Sep28_2000.doc 
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EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


BDPW 
BLC 
BLSF 
BMP 
BOD 
BP&R 
BVW 
BWSC 
CAC 
cfs 

CB 

cm 
CMR 
CO 
COD 
CSO 
cy 
DEIR 
DEM 
DEP 
DO 
EIR 
ENC 
ENF 
EOEA 
EPA 
EPH 
FEIR 
FEMA 
* IPM 
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Date: 09/21/2000 . 


ABBREVIATIONS 


Brookline Department of Public Works 

Boston Landmarks Commission 

Bordering Land Subject to Flooding 

Best Management Practice 

Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

Boston Parks & Recreation Department 
Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

Boston Water & Sewer Commission 

Citizens Advisory Committee 

Cubic feet per second 

Catch Basin 

Centimeter 

Code of Massachusetts Regulations 

Carbon Monoxide 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 

Combined Sewer Overflow 

Cubic yards 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
Dissolved Oxygen 

Environmental Impact Report 

Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
Environmental Notification Form 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

U. S. Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Integrated Pest Management 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC Workbook\CAC Glossary-1 doc 
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Date: 09/21/2000 


ABBREVIATIONS (Continued) 


Kilogram 

Longwood Medical Area 

Land Under Water 

Metropolitan District Commission 
Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
Milligrams 

Milligrams per kilogram 

Mass Historic Commission 

Mass Natural heritage and Endangered Species Program 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Historic Preservation Act 

Notice of Intent 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
National Register of Historic Places 
Operations and Maintenance 

Order of Conditions 

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

Lead 

Polychlorinated biphenols 

Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
Resources Conservation Recovery Act 
Request for Determination of Applicability 
Restore Olmsted’s Waterway 

Sediment Oxygen Demand 

Toxic Characterization Leaching Procedure 
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

Total Suspended Solids 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Micro mhos per centimeter 

U.S. Geological Survey 

Volatile Organic Compound 

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC Workbook\CAC Glossary-1.doc 
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EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


GLOSSARY OF TERMS 


CONTINUED 
Definitions for September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Conductivity — A measure of the ability to pass an electric current in a liquid. This indirectly 
measures the mineral content in a sample. 


EPH - Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons , measure of contamination due to petroleum 
components extracted from a sample. Test is a Massachusetts DEP method. 


Heavy molecular weight organic compounds — Complex organic compounds that do 
not volatilize, are persistent (or retained) in the environment and can potentially cause cancer risk. 


M¢e/kg - Milligrams per kilogram, these are the units of measurement and express milligrams of 
contaminant per kilogram of soil. 


PCBs — Polychlorinated biphenols, a class of chemicals formed by chlorination of the biphenol 
molecule. Compounds are typically found in oils used in old electric transformers. 


RCRA - Resource Conservation Recovery Act, a federal law that defines a hazardous waste and 
its disposal. 


TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure, a method of measuring the mobility of 
organic and inorganic compounds that leach out of soil causing contamination of groundwater. If 
a compound exceeds this test limit it is likely to leach out of the soil and therefore has to be 
disposed in a hazardous waste landfill. 


Umhos/cm — Micro mhos per centimeter, units for measuring conductivity. 


VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds, organic compounds that tend to evaporate or volatilize 
from a sample. Compounds have a boiling point at a temperature of 200 degrees Celsius. 


Volatilization — A process where a compound evaporates at normal ambient temperatures. 


VPH — Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons, Massachusetts DEP method to measure contamination 
due to volatile petroleum compounds. 


Page 3 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Sediment 
Characterization / 
Disposal 

September 28, 2000 


Bruce Conklin PE, CDM 
Joseph Wanat PE, VHB 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


Meeting Objectives 


Present disposal options 
Present sediment sampling results 
Discuss sediment handling issues 


Obtain CAC views on proposed truck routes 
from staging areas 


Review phragmites removal operations 


Sediment Sampling Program 


= Objective 
¢ Sediment samples collected to determine 
subsurface conditions 
to determine landfill disposal options 
to meet landfill criteria for sampling 
frequency 


Field Program Summary 


Samples collected of the fill and native 
material at 128 locations 


Approximately 360 samples have been 
collected 


Samples were collected at 2-ft depth intervals, 
generally from 0 to 8 feet 


Sampling identified native strata under river 


In State Landfill Criteria 


Total cadmium < 30 mg/kg 
Total lead < 1000 mg/kg 

Total EPH < 2,500 mg/kg 

Total VOCs < 4 mg/kg 
Conductivity < 4,000 umhos/cm 
PCBc < 2 mg/kg 


In State Lined Landfill Criteria 


Total cadmium < 80 mg/kg 

Total lead < 2,000 mg/kg 

Total EPH < 5, 000 mg/kg 

Total VOCs < 10 mg/kg 
Conductivity < 8,000 umhos/cm — 
PCBs <2 mg/kg 


Out of State Landfill 


= Parameter concentrations above MA landfill 
criteria 


= Nota hazardous waste 


= PCBs < 50 mg/kg 


—-— wae 
- 


RCRA Landfill 


m Above TCLP concentration limits 


= PCBs < 500 mg/kg 


These are hazardous wastes 


Landfill Disposal Costs 


= In State 


e Unlined $50/ton 
« Lined $60/ton 


= Out of State $110/ton 
= RCRA $250/ton 


Map of Project with Colored Disposal 
Options Available by sampling location 


Sediment Handling Issues 


@ Monitor air quality around exposed sediments 
(dewatering equipment), upgrade engineering 
controls if violated 


_& Monitor dust emissions, upgrade engineering 
controls if violated 


= Engineering controls 


¢ Cover /tent dewatering equipment 


¢ Wet sediments / calcium chloride (working 
with wet sediments should prevent need 
for this control) 


Use foam 


Regional Truck Haul Routes 


Purpose: Haul dewatered material from staging 
areas to final disposal location. 


Truck Volumes: Approximately 10 to 20 truckloads 
per day in 18-wheel trucks (assuming hydraulic 
dredging method). 


Alternatives Considered: 
I-93 (Expressway); 


Route 9 (Huntington Avenue / Bolyston 
Street); 


I-90 (Mass Pike). 


Route Selection Considerations 


Low Bridge clearances and roadway geometry; 
Roadway capacity (ability to handle truck traffic); 
Truck turning radius (ability to make left/right turns); 
Sensitive corridors (residential oriented, parkways); 
Congested corridors; 

Travel times (ease of access/egress); 

Safety (avoid heavy pedestrian areas); 


Coordination with Boston Transportation Department (BTD)and the 
Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) 


Hydraulic Dredging Staging Areas 


= Charlesgate (1); 
m= Agassiz Road (2); 


= Lagoon (Jersey Street) (4); 


= Fens at Louis Pasteur (6); 
Netherlands Road (8); 
Daisy Field (9). 


I-93 via Massachusetts Avenue 


= Haul route to/from Charlesgate (1) 
staging area: 


¢ Follows Beacon Street and Commonwealth 
Avenue. 
= Haul route from Agassiz Road (2) 
staging area to I-93: 


¢ Follows Fenway and Westland Avenue 
(outbound hauling only). 


I-93 via Melnea Cass Boulevard/ 
Ruggles Street 


= Haul route to/from: 
¢ Lagoon (Jersey Street) (4) staging area, 
and 
¢ Fens at Louis Prang (6) staging area. 


= Haul route to Agassiz Road (2) staging 
area 


= Follows Melnea Cass Boulevard, 
Tremont Street, Ruggles Street, Louis 
Prang Street, Fenway, Park Drive and 
Boylston Street. 


Route 9 (Boylston Street) 


= Haul route to/from Netherlands Road (8) 
staging area: 
¢ Follows Brookline Avenue, Aspinwall 
Street, and Netherlands Road, exit via 
Parkway Road to Brookline Avenue. 


= Haul route to/from Daisy Field (9) 
staging area: 
¢ Follows Cypress Street, High Street, 
Chestnut Street, Pond Avenue, and Willow 
Pond Road. 


Truck Route Conclusion 


= Recommend use of I-93 as regional route for 
Charlesgate, Agassiz Road, Lagoon, and Fens at 
Louis Pasteur Staging Areas; 


= Recommend use of Route 9 as regional route for 
Netherlands Road and Daisy Field Staging Areas; 


= [I-90 is not recommended as a primary route due 
to circuitous access/egress issues. 


Questions 


m Does the CAC agree with the consultants 
recommended truck route selection? 


= Does CAC agree with consultants 
methodology for removing phragmites? 


Questions and Answers 


Charlesgate Staging Area (1) 


= Optimal regional route - 1-93 via Mass. Avenue 
a ible alternative - I-90 via Comm. Avenue/ Huntington Avenue 


= Discarded options 
Route 9 via Brookline Avenue (congested route, through 
LMA, longer travel time, heavy pedestrian activity); 
Route 9 via Beacon Street/St. Paul Street (congested route, 
residential area, heavy pedestrian activity); 
Route 9 via Huntington Avenue (congested route, heavy 
pedestrian activity, upcoming Huntington Avenue 
reconstruction). 
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Agassiz Road Staging Area (2) 


= Optimal regional route - I-93 via Mass. Avenue / Melnea 


Cass Boulevard 
= Possible alternative - I-90 via Huntington Avenue 
= Discarded options 


Route 9 via Brookline Avenue (congested route, through 
LMA, heavy pedestrian activity, longer travel time); 

Route 9 via Beacon Street/St. Paul Street (congested route, 
residential area); 

Route 9 via Huntington Avenue (congested route, heavy 
pedestrian activity, upcoming Huntington Avenue 
reconstruction). 


Lagoon (Jersey Street) (4) and 
Fens at Louis Pasteur (6) Staging Areas 


= Optimal regional route - I-93 via Ruggles Street/ Melnea Cass 
Boulevard 


= Possible alternative - I-93 via Brookline Avenue/ Comm. 
Avenue/Mass. Avenue 


= Discarded options 
1-90 via Huntington Avenue (upcoming Huntington Avenue reconstruction, 
heavy pedestrian activity) 
1-90 via Boylston Street (congested route, heavy pedestrian activity) 
1-90 via Commonwealth Avenue (heavy pedestrian activity, residential 


nature); 


Lagoon (Jersey Street) (4) and 
Fens at Louis Pasteur (6) Staging Areas (con’t) 


= Discarded options (con't) 
Route 9 via Brookline Avenue (congested corridor, through LMA, travel 
time); 


Route 9 via Beacon Street/St. Paul Street (congested corridor, residential 
area); 


Route 9 via Riverway/Brookline Avenue (congested corridor, not truck- 
oriented). 


Netherlands Road Staging Area (8) 


= Optimal regional route - Route 9 via Brookline Avenue 


= Possible alternative - I-93 via Huntington Avenue/ Tremont 
Street/ Melnea Cass Boulevard 


= Discarded options 


All routes to I-90 (longer travel time, congested corridors, 
pedestrian concerns, upcoming Huntington Avenue 
reconstruction). 
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Daisy Field Staging Area (9) 


Pa | te - Route 9 via Cypress Street 
i le alternative - Route 9 via Pond Avenue 
= Discarded options 


All routes to I-90 and I-93 (longer travel time, congested 
corridors, pedestrian concerns, upcoming Huntington 
Avenue reconstruction). 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees i. 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


ppesine Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 


Fran Beatty, ASLA, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


II Follow-up Items from CAC Meeting, September 19, 2000 
a. Brookline Avenue Bridge Suggestions 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


b. Culverts: Overview of Approach to Historic Landscape Treatment 


Marion Pressley, F.A.S.L.A., President 
Pressley Associates, Inc. 


Ill Presentation: Sediment Chara cterization/Dredge/Disposaliinvasive Removal 


Bice R. Conklin, P.E., Vice pecan 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


Joseph Wanat, P.E., Transportation Engineer 
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. 


James H. Winkler, P.E., Manager of Design 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-10 Sep 28, 2000\CAC Meeting Summary - September 28, 2000.doc 


CAC Meeting Summary — September 28, 2000 
Page 2 
Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
. Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting and welcomed CAC members. 


John Burckardt presented two project-related updates. Mr. Burckardt explained that the Boston and 

Brookline Conservation Commission hearings on the wetlands delineations were held. Mr. Burckardt-  _ 
stated that both Conservation Commissions concurred with the wetlands delineations that were submitted 
by CDM on behalf of the project. 


Mr. Burckardt informed the CAC that George Proakis, CAC member, sent him an email emphasizing the 
importance of better coordination and linkage between the Muddy River improvements and the proposed 
new Fenway ballpark. Mr. Burckardt stated that he will distribute Mr. Proakis’ email to the CAC. 


Mr. Burckardt asked if the CAC would be interested in taking a field tour of the project area from Wards 
Pond to Charlesgate. The CAC informally expressed support for a tour to be scheduled on a morning 
weekday in the middle of October. Mr. Burckardt said that the tour will be scheduled and the CAC will 
receive advance notice and invitation to attend. 


Fran Beatty, Senior Landscape Architect, Boston Parks and Recreation Department and the Department’s 
Project Director for the Muddy River Restoration Project, asked the CAC for their input and consideration 
to sponsor public meetings in November and in February. The purpose of the public meetings in 
November would be to provide the public with an update on the project.. The purpose of the February 
meetings would be to summarize the major findings in the DEIR and provide opportunities for public 
comment. 


Ms. Beatty explained that the intent of the CAC “sponsoring” the public meetings is to affirm the process 
that has taken place between the project proponents and the CAC. 


There was discussion among CAC members regarding Ms. Beatty’s request. In response to some CAC 
member concerns, Ms. Beatty emphasized that the planning, coordination and execution of the public 
meetings would be the responsibility of the project team and that the CAC saat not be asked to perform 
exira duties beyond attending the pudiic meetings if they desired. : Bee 2 te 


The CAC concluded that the public meetings, as described above, will be helpful for the general public 

and the CAC agreed that it would “sponsor” and lend its name to the meetings. The CAC agreed that the 

November meeting would include: 

‘e an overview of the work done to date on the project; 

e an explanation of the environmental review process governing the project, and where and how the 
public will be able to comment on the DEIR, and 


¢ an opportunity for public comment. 
The CAC agreed that the February meeting would for the eal of public comment on the Draft EIR. 


CAC Meeting Summary — September 28, 2000 
Page 3 


Il Follow-up Items from CAC Meeting, September 19, 2000 


a. Brookline Avenue Bridge Suggestions 

Bruce Conklin briefly discussed the feasibility of a bridge alternative at Brookline Avenue (adjacent to , 
the former Sears parking lot) that could be implemented in lieu of the culvert alternatives that were 
presented at the September 19, 2000 meeting. At that meeting, a CAC member SL that a bridge 
alternative be added to the list of culvert alternatives. 


Mr. Conklin explained that a bridge would raise the road surface at Brookline Avenue approximately four 
feet. He noted that this would reduce the sight distance for motorists in the block between the traffic 
signals at Park Drive and The Fenway. The bridge would also cost more than any of the culvert 
alternatives. The cost and traffic issues associated with construction of a bridge would make a bridge 
alternative almost infeasible. Mr. Conklin recommended that the bridge option be dropped. 


Mr. Conklin then asked for CAC input and direction as to whether this alternative should be evaluated 
further. 


Some CAC members acknowledged that a bridge alternative at Brookline Avenue might be desirable. 
However, the choice of a culvert or bridge options should follow from a consideration of the larger 
transportation issues associated with the roadways along the Muddy River. 


It was noted that a committee of the Fenway Transportation Task Force will be studying neighborhood 
traffic issues, particularly at Brookline Avenue and the “Sears rotary.” Fran Beatty noted that the City is 
coordinating the study of the traffic issues in this area through the Boston Transportation Department and 
the Boston Redevelopment Authority. 


Other CAC members asked about the relationship of the 1990 Emerald Necklace Master Plan in the 
context of the Muddy River Restoration Project. They also asked about the CAC’s role regarding the 
broader traffic and other issues affecting the Fenway. Some CAC members noted that now is the time to 
look at the “big picture” and there is an opportunity to correct the past encroachment of roadways upon 
the park i in the a area of Brookline Avenue and the former Sears lot. 


After further discussion, the CAC felt that these i issues are e important but tere! are also other civic entities 
evaluating the transportation issues and the CAC should remain focused on the Muddy River Restoration 
Project. 


Fran Beatty added that the project team will investigate ways to link the CAC to the other transportation 
planning efforts being conducted in the Fenway area. 


b. Culverts: Overview of Approach to Historic Landscape Treatment 


Marion Pressley presented an overview and approach to the historic landscape treatment. Ms. Pressley 
also distributed a draft statement that defined the approach. Definitions for restoration and rehabilitation, 
and the context of landscape architecture, were also provided. The draft CAC statement and treatment 
definitions are included as Attachment 2. 


CAC Meeting Summary — September 28, 2000 
Page 4 
Ms. Pressley presented figures and historic photographs to illustrate the approach to landscape treatment. 
These photographs illustrated such locations as the now-demolished triple-arch bridge (in what is now 
Sears park) and the original Olmsted-era culvert and headwall at Brookline Avenue. After a review of 
this material, Ms. Pressley suggested that Rehabilitation should be the treatment approach at the for the 
daylighting in the former Sears parking lot, while Restoration should be the treatment approach at the 


Fens Bridge. 


Ms. Pressley invited comments and input from the CAC. The CAC agreed with Ms. Pressley’s approach 
and recommendations for proceeding forward with the historic treatment for the culvert and daylighting 
alternatives. 


III Presentation: Sediment Characterization/Dredge/Disposal/Invasive Removal 


Mr. Conklin explained the objectives of the presentation and referenced the handouts that are included as 
Attachment 3. Mr. Conklin’s presentation focused on a review of the sediment sampling results (see 
maps included in Attachment 4), a summary of sediment disposal options, , and a discussion of sediment 
handling issues. Joseph Wanat presented the proposed truck routes (see map as Attachment 5) from the 
staging areas to the major thoroughfares, i.e. I-93, I-90 (MassPike) or Route 9. Jim Winkler presented a 
review of the Phragmites removal operation. 


Q&A with CAC 
Sediment Sampling and Disposal Options: 


What is the difference between clean fill and the cleanest material that would get dredged from the River? 


Mr. Conklin reviewed the sediment quality maps (Attachment 4) that delineate sediment quality in 
different reaches of the River. He explained that sediment quality would determine the landfill disposal 
options that are available for the material. He also added that the sediment quality will determine what 


-handling procedures will be implemented at the staging areas and the engineering controls that will be 


impicmented to contre! keep‘a!l of the dredged material contained-to the staging arcas during-ihe handling 
process. Mr. Conklin added that there will be air quality monitoring at the staging areas and stringent 
requirements to insure the engineering controls are implemented. 


How will trash and large debris that is removed from the River during the dredging process be handled? 


Mr. Conklin responded that trash and large debris will be segregated and properly disposed by the 
contractor. 


Will sediment quality affect the time required to process and handle the material in preparation for 
disposal? 


Mr. Conklin stated that sediment quality would not affect material processing time provided that no 
additional sampling of the sediment is required. If sampling of the material were required while it is at 
the staging area, the material would have to remain contained on site until the sampling results are 
completed and the disposal option determined. 
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Was the project team surprised by the sediment sampling results? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the project team was not surprised about the quality of the sediment, as 
determined by the recent sediment-sampling program. Mr. Conklin added that the results of the sampling 
program are consistent with previous sediment sampling that has been conducted in the Muddy River. 
Based on the sediment-sampling program, Mr. Conklin estimated the following: 


8% of the material will require disposal at hazardous waste landfill 
34% of the material will require disposal at a lined out-of-state landfill 
15% of the material can be disposed in a lined in-state landfill 

42% of the material can be disposed in an unlined in-state landfill 


Why is the most contaminated material localized in the Fens? 


Mr. Conklin stated that there could be a number of reasons why this is the case. He added that the Stony 
Brook Conduit overflow outlet to the Muddy River is located immediately upstream of the Fens. He also 
added that in the Fens the river widens and material might settle out to the river bottom at this location. 
Mr. Conklin lastly added that the Fens is the area that was last dredged many years ago. 


Haul Routes for Sediment Disposal: 


At this point of the meeting, Joe Wanat presented a summary of the proposed truck routes from the 
staging areas. Pages 4 and 5 of Attachment #3 include an outline of the evaluation of alternative haul 


routes from each staging area. 
How were the truck haul routes evaluated and selected? 


Mr. Wanat responded that there are a number of factors that are considered in the evaluation of truck haul 
routes. He stated that the goal is to get truck traffic to a major highway in the most safe and efficient 
manner. In determining potential routes for getting trucks from the staging areas to one of the major 
highways, Mr. Wanat added that existing level of service on the roadways, the number of pedestrian 
crossings, proximity to sensitive receptors, and the like are among the factors considered. Mr. Conklin 
added that the truck traffic issue is still being evaluated and the project team is working closely with the 
Boston Transportation Department (BTD), the Town of Brookline, and the Metropolitan District 
Commnissicn (MDC), Which is responsible forte maintetiance of Park. Drive, the Riverway and the — 
Jamaicaway. . 


A CAC member expressed frustration with the graphics the project team used during the presentation. 


Mr. Conklin stated that the project team will have copies of the maps presented distributed to the CAC. 
Please refer to Attachments 4 and 5. 


How many days would a staging area be in operation and how long would truck traffic from a staging 
area continue. 


Mr. Conklin responded that he did not have the data at this meeting but the project team presented this 
information at the August 22, 2000 CAC meeting. 
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Phragmites Removal: 


At this po‘nt of the meeting, Jim Winkler presented a detailed summary of the Phragmites removal 
process that will likely be implemented on the project. Mr. Winkler explained that the Phragmites will be 
removed during the dredging. Mr. Winkler discussed a four-step process that includes: 

1) harvesting the Phragmites stock; 

2) dredging the center of the channel or river; 

3) removing the Phragmites root mass; and 

4) dredging along the shoreline. 


Mr. Winkler emphasized that the dredging and Phragmites removal operation will be conducted from one 
side of the River. Access into the River from both sides, in any single location, will not occur. 


Where will the Phragmites stocks be disposed? 


_ Mr. Winkler responded that the Phragmites stocks could be composted. The contractor will determine 
the appropriate, legal disposal option for the Phragmites. Mr. Winkler added that the Phragmites root 
mass will be treated similar to the sediment. 


How will you remove Phragmites without having the seeds from the stocks fall into the River? 


Mr. Conklin stated that the contractor will be use containment booms and harvest the stocks at the time of 
the year when the seeds are not producing. Mr. Conklin further added that the construction sequencing 
issue is critically important and as the design of the project progresses, the construction sequencing and 
timing issues will be closely evaluated. 


A CAC member commented that the Nature Conservancy developed a process where the Phragmites 
stalks are cut and bagged on-site and the root mass is treated with herbicides. 


Mr. Conklin stated that the project team will look into this method. He also added a post-dredge 
monitoring will be performed in order to avoid the spread or re-growth of the Phragmites. The 
maintenance and monitoring plan for the project will also focus on post-dredge monitoring to help 
prevent re-growth of Phragmites. 


Will Phragmites removal at the River's edge be the time that modifications of the shoreline are 


_teenlemented in thase annlicable areas? Berta sted ee See ee " : . te te 
Fe : = aha i = z F - af ‘ b . = ase tt 


Mr. Conklin responded yes. 


A CAC member commented on the importance of only disturbing the bank once and that replanting takes 
place immediately to prevent re-growth of Phragmites or other invasive species. Also, what temporary 
erosion controls will be implemented during construction? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the replanting will take place immediately. If bank disturbance takes place in 
the winter, controls would be put in place to prevent re-growth of invasive species and the new plantings 
would be done in the spring. Mr. Conklin added that the Boston and Brookline Conservation 
Commissions will have to review and approve the erosion controls used on the banks. 


How will the project team insure that the contractor will recognize invasive re-growth and do an 
excellent job with the re-plantings? 
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Mr. Conklin added that the contract specifications will be stringent and for the re-plantings Pressley 
Associates will develop them. He also added that the project team will be supervising the work of the 
contractor on a full-time basis to ensure the contractor follows and meets the contract specifications. 


Will the Phragmites removal method be applicable to knotweed removal? 


Mr. Winkler responded it would be similar. 


Proposed CAC Statements on Truck Routes and Phragmites Removal 
Ms. Jeghelian reviewed the proposed statements on truck routes and Phragmites removal. 


l. “Does the CAC agree with the consultant’s recommended truck route selection?” 


A CAC member commented that the CAC should not endorse any truck route until they have reviewed the 
full plans and all of the truck route alternatives considered. The CAC member added that a still 
unresolved issue is how long would trucks be parked in the park area or in the staging areas waiting to 
be loaded with dredged material. 


Mr. Conklin stated that this is still an issue that will be addressed later in the design process. 


A CAC member commented that the truck routes presented are reasonable and appear to be the most 
logical routes for the different staging areas. 


After discussion, Ms. Jeghelian confirmed that the CAC wants to withhold its recommendation on truck 


routes for now. 

The project team will provide the CAC with more detailed information on the haul routes evaluated, 
including copies of the maps that were presented. For discussion of the alternative haul routes 
considered from each staging, please refer to pages 4 and 5 of Attachment#3. For a map of the haul 
routes, please refer to Attachment #5. 


he “Does the CAC agree with the consultant’s methodology for removing Phragmites? 
ACAC member commented that the Phragmites removal method is sound but the project team should 


~ more closely examine the seed issue and perhaps consult with a botanist. The timing of when the stocks 
are removed from the river is critical to ensure seedy are not iefi in theriver-* (24 tO ee 


ae a =_ -- 
ee —~ 


Mr. Conklin agreed and said that there would be more detailed information about the process in the 
environmental review documents. 

V Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 

What is the quantity of sediment expected to be removed from the River? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the project team has not determined the quantity of material that needs to be 
dredged from the River. 


A representative from MASCO commented that they have studied the traffic issues at the Sears rotary for 
a long time and are happy to share their data with the project team. 
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Is there anyway to keep Netherlands Road open for service while it is being used as a staging area? 


Mr. Conklin responded no. He also added that the project team discussed this with the Brookline 
Department of Public Works. The traffic analysis of closing Netherlands Road will be included in the 


EIR. 


Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Monday, October 23, 2000. The 
meeting will be held in the Egan Engineering/Science Research Center in the Raytheon Amphitheater, 
Room 240. The topic will be Alternatives Analyses. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 — Draft CAC Statement on Historic Treatments for 
Culverts and Daylighting 
Attachment 3 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
Attachment 4 — Sediment Characterization Maps 
Attachment 5 — Haul Routes 
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Draft Statement — Historic Treatments for Culverts and “Daylighting” 
September 28, 2000 | 


The CAC agrees with the following approach to the historic treatment in the areas of 
new culverts and “daylighting:” 
- Atthe Fens Bridge and the “daylighting” immediately upstream: Restoration 


- At the section from the Riverway to the Fens Pond at Brookline Avenue 


(including the former Sears parking lot): Rehabilitation. 
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Treatment Definitions: 


Restoration: the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character of a 


property as it appeared at a particular period of time by removing features from other periods in 


Js history aad reconstructing missing fcatures from the resteration period, 


Rehabilitation: the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property 
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which 


convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. 


Source: Definitions are taken from A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports, Department of the Interior, National 
Parks Service, p. 82 (included in CAC mailing dated July 10, 2000). The definitions of the four treatment types 
are also included in The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 


Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 4, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule; Other Information 


Schedule of Upcoming Meetings 


Wed. | 08-Nov-2000 | 6PM | Public Meeting Egan Center, NU 
Wed. | 15-Nov-2000 | 6 PM | Mitigation & Costs Faculty Center, NU 
25-Jan-2001 | 6 PM | EIR/EA Presentation Egan Center, NU 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Enclosures: 
1. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 19, 2000 
2. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 28, 2000. 


Please review the 2 meeting summaries. Submit written comments within 7 calendar 


days John Burckardt by fax(617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) 
The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments 
will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


3. Glossary of Terms —Definitions for September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 
Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


4. Revised List of Abbreviations Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


oe Field St. \\ : 
ea ges Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


@ Green Line 
& Orange Line 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 


Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 
Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: ( 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Il. 


Ill. 


BaF 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Monday, October 23, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:30 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Follow-up: Regional Transportation Issues 6:30 - 6:50 


Fran Beatty, A. L. S. A., Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


Project Update 6:50 — 6:55 
Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 

Presentation: Alternatives Analysis 6:55 — 7:40 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 7:40 — 8:20 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 - 8:30 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-11 Oct 23, 2000\CAC_Agenda_Oct23_2000.doc 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Alternatives Analysis 
October 23, 2000 


Bruce Conklin PE, CDM 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


Project Objectives 


Provide flood control 

Improve water quality 

Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 

Restore landscape and historic resources 


Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
in the Muddy River system 


Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (1 of 3) 


m Daylight culverted sections of the Muddy River (former 
Sears Lot, adjacent to Avenue de Louis Pasteur) 


- Noaction 
- Engineered channel 
= Culvert replacement (adjacent to former Sears Lot 
and Avenue de Louis Pasteur) 
- Noaction 


- Culvert enlargement 


- Jacked culvert 


Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (2 of 3) 


m Open channel areas of Muddy River 
- No Action 
- Dredge the Charlesgate Area only 


- Partially dredge a flood control channel in 
the Back Bay Fens and spot dredging in 
the Riverway 


- Fully dredge the Back Bay Fens, Riverway 
and other sections of the Muddy River to 
Ward’s Pond 


= Flood proofing of property 
m= Upstream storage 


Project Objective: 
Provide Flood Control (3 of 3) 


m= Alternative types of dredging 
- Dredge in the dry 
- Drag line dredging 
- Environmental clamshell bucket dredging 
- Gradall dredging 
- High solids hydraulic dredging (Toyo-type 
pump) 


Riverway Culvert - Option No. 3 


@ Maintain existing drains 
w Remove structure 


w Construct new drain 


m= Construct new open channel with water line location modified from historic shorelink 


Brookline Avenue - Option No. 3 


is drain to serve as an ove 
= Plug openings at gatehouse 
Construct new drai 


mw New channel with water line 
location same as historic shorelin F 


Fens Bridge - Option No. 1 


@ Maintain existing 
arch culvert 


a Dredge bottom of 
existing culvert 


Natural Channel daylight/culvert Enlargement/Charies Gate 
Dredge Only 


Natural Channel daylight/culvert Enlargement/Partial Dredge BebRek Pere) 
icstoral Chandi Gadhaheaer Eeramevriny edeeins (AC LICT (001. elsteElt 


Engineered Channel daylight/culvert Enlargement/Charies 
Gate Dredge Only 


[Engineered Channel svlohicuven EniroonenePareiorewe| | O| | | 
[Enanere heme! avihicuver EneremendFuly oneoe | A | O] | | O| 
Trecdromectrom TT | | dt id 


L\ Fully Meets Objective 

0 Partially Meets Objective 

O Addresses some elements of Objective 
Does not Address Objective 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
= No Action 


m= Dredging 
- Reduces heavy metals and organic compounds in 
sediments 
- Reduces oxygen demand and nutrient recycling 


= Point Source Control 
- Eliminate illegal sewer connections 
Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 
- Sewer separation 


Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 


Project Objective: 
Improve Water Quality (2 of 2) 


= Implement Best Management Practices (non-point source 
control) 


- Reduces suspended solids loading and floatables 
- Reduce discharges of runoff contaminants 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


Flow Augmentation (Charles River, Stony Brook, Jamacia 
Pond, Chestnut Hill, Brookline Reservoirs) 


- Increases dissolved oxygen 

In-Stream Aeration in Leverett Pond 

In-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 

Off-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 

Harvesting Aquatic Vegetation 


Screening of Water Quality Alternatives 


Alternatives 


L\ Fully Meets Objective 

C) sPartially Meets Objective 

© Addresses some elements of Objective 
Blank Does not Address Objective 


* To be Included as No Action Alternative 


Screening of Water Quality 
Alternatives 


m Dredging - Significantly improves sediment 
quality and reduces oxygen demand in system 


= Point Source Control - Recommend this action 
for eliminating illegal connections and sewer 
separation be a part of No Action alternative 
since this work will need to progress in 
individual communities. 


= BMPs - Addressed next week 


= Aeration in Leverett Pond - High maintenance, 
aesthetic concerns, no advantage over 
dredging 


Screening of Water Quality 
Alternatives (con’t) 


m Flow augmentation - Insufficient flow available 
at high enough DO to significantly effect 
Muddy River 


In-Stream Aeration - High maintenance and 
capital cost with no advantage over dredging 


Off-Stream Aeration - High maintenance and 
capital cost with no advantage over dredging 


Harvesting Aquatic Vegetation - Requires 
sheet flow for water quality enhancement and 
significant planting in sediments to affect 


quality 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 
= No Action 
= Dredging 
- Reduces bio-accumulation in endemic species 
- Increases aquatic/riparian habitat 
= Point Source Control 
- Reduces coliform, nutrients and solids; increases 
dissolved oxygen 
= Implement Best Management Practices 
(non-point source control) 
- Reduces suspended solids loading and discharges of 
runoff contaminants improving aquatic habitat 
- Increases dissolved oxygen 


Project Objective: 
Enhance Aquatic/Riparian Habitat (2 of 2) 


= Flow Augmentation 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
In-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Off-Stream Aeration (Review Suitable Technologies) 

- Increases dissolved oxygen improving aquatic habitat 
Remove invasive species 

- Increases bio-diversity 

Plant Wetland and Riparian Vegetation 


- Increases species bio-diversity, habitat and edge 
effect 


= Restore historic islands 
- Protects riparian habitat 


1920 - Boston Park System Muddy River Improvement. 
View upstream from the Longwood Avenue Bridge, twenty-eight 
years after construction 


(Thomas Ellison, photographer, Frederick Law Olmsted National Historic Site). 


Screening of Aquatic / Riparian 
Habitat Alternatives 


Alternatives 


Flow Augmentation 
In-Stream Aeration 


Restore Historic Islands 


A Fully Meets Objective Addresses some elements of Objective 
C1 sPartially Meets Objective Blank, Does not Address Objective 


Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscape and Historic Resources (1 of 2) 


Alternatives: 


m No Action 


= Develop a Treatment Plan to respect the 


Emerald Necklace Master Plan, 1990 (‘the 
continuum”) 


- Develop a historic landscape treatment plan 


- Fully dredge the Muddy River and thereby restoring 
the historic drainage capacity 


Remove non-native invasive species 


Daylight and restore the culverted section at Avenue 
de Louis Pasteur and former Sears parking lot 


Restore the historic islands in the Muddy River 


1] 


Project Objective: 
Treatment of Landscape and Historic Resources (2 of 2) 


Restore the island and banks at Avenue de Louis 
Pasteur to the Olmsted design 


Enhance wetland and riparian habitat using as 
much of the Olmsted species list as possible 


= Develop a Treatment Plan to respect the 
Primary and Secondary periods of 
significance of the Parks 


- Same as above with the following exception 


- Enhance wetland and riparian habitat species from 
the Olmsted list for the Muddy River 


Screening of Landscape and Historic 
Resource Alternatives 


Treatment Plan to respect Emerald Necklace Master Plan 
(“ The Continuum”) 


Treatment Plan to respect Primary/ 
Secondary periodsof significance 


L\ Fully Meets Objective 

0 Partially Meets Objective 

© Addresses some elements of Objective 
[Bank] Does not Address Objective 


Screening of Landscaping and 
Historic Resource Alternatives 


= Treatment Plan respecting the continuum of 
Emerald Necklace Master Plan - Recognizes 
changes to park environment and rehabilitates 
or restores those resources that exist. 


Treatment Plan respecting the Primary and 
Secondary Period of Significance - Would 
require removing current resources and uses 
(such as victory gardens, memorials, 
roadways) Would not follow currently 
accepted Historic Resource methodology. 


Recommended Project for EIR (1 of 4) 


= Daylight former Sears Parking Lot and 
upstream of Fens Bridge with natural channel 
configuration following historic shoreline 
where possible. 


Fully dredge Muddy River primarily using 
hydraulic dredging method with a primary 
group of 6 staging areas. (This includes 
Charlesgate as first element of project) 


Replace culverts under Riverway, Brookline 
Avenue with arch culverts. 


Recommended Project for EIR (con't 2 of 4) 


m Remove invasive species along entire length 
of project area primarily using mechanical 
means from the water. 


= Plant wetland and riparian vegetation along 
banks where invasives are removed and along 
banks with no vegetation to stabilize banks 
and reduce erosion. 


Recommended Project for EIR (con’t 3 of 4) 


Restore historic islands to increase wildlife 
habitat and reclaim the Olmsted historic 
landscape. 


Provide sandy gravel bottom in selected river / 
pond areas to encourage fish spawning. 


Restore Babbling Brook downstream of Willow 
Pond by modifying current outiet. 


Rehabilitate bank areas along the project area 
to restore historic shorelines where possible. 


Recommended Project for EIR (con't 4 of 4) 


= Rehabilitate the project area in accordance 
with the 1990 Emerald Necklace Master Plan 
(“the continuum”). 


Questions and Answers 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — October 23, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment L. 


pieetne Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


I Follow-up: Regional Transportation Issues 
Fran Beatty, A.L.S.A, Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Ill Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) 


IV Presentation: Alternatives Analysis 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting and welcomed CAC members. 


John Burckardt reminded CAC members of the public meeting scheduled for November 8 and 
encouraged CAC members to “spread the word” to others about attending. 


Mr. Burckardt reported that 13 CAC members participated in the site visit along the Muddy 
River on October 13, 2000. Mr. Burckardt said that CAC members commented how helpful it 
was to see the problems along the River first hand. He also reported that the site visit with the 
regulatory agencies on October 20, 2000 also went very will. 
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CAC Meeting Summary — October 23, 2000 
Page 2 
Susan Jeghelian conducted a brief process review with CAC members to gauge their 
satisfaction with the format and content of CAC meetings and whether more time is needed for 
discussion. CAC members responded favorably regarding the current format and added that 
adjustments to the format and content of CAC meetings can be made as needed in the future. 


II Follow-up: Regional Transportation Issues 

Fran Beatty reported on the regional transportation issues as a follow-up from the CAC 
discussion at the September 28, 2000 meeting. Ms. Beatty has met with staff from the Boston 
Transportation Department to brief them on the Muddy River project and to get an update on 
the work of the Fenway Planning Task Force, which is looking at transportation issues in the 
Fenway related to a new ball park and other development efforts. Ms. Beatty added that the 
CAC and the CDM team were added to the mailing list of the Fenway Planning Task Force. 


The Boston Transportation Department hired Vollmer Associates to evaluate the Sears rotary. 
This project is being conducted independent of the Muddy River Restoration project. Ata 
public meeting on October 19, 2000, Vollmer Associates presented a summary of existing 
alternatives to the present roadway configuration at the Sears rotary. Vollmer is conducting a 
detailed traffic analysis to determine the amount of local traffic contributing to the traffic 
congestion and the amount of through traffic that is causing the traffic problems in the area. At 
a public meeting on November 13, 2000, Vollmer will present various improvement 
alternatives. 


CAC members asked if Vollmer and/or Boston Transportation Department staff are giving 
consideration to removing the “jug handle” on Park Drive? Ms. Beatty responded that 
Vollmer is assessing the feasibility of removing the jug handle. Many CAC members would 
like to see the jug handle removed so the river could be further opened up and a better 
connection made between the Back Bay Fens and the river upstream of Brookline Avenue. 


Ill Project Update 
Bruce Conklin presented the following update on the project for activities conducted during 
October. 


e Sediment sampling program is focusing on analysis and re-sampling of sites where initial 
sampling results varied widely from other results in the immediate adjacent area. 

e The appeal period to contest the wetlands delineations under review by the Boston and 
Brookline Conservation Commissions has expired. No challenges to the delineations 
presented to the conservation commissions were filed. 

e Documentation of the existing conditions is nearly complete. 

e CDM project team staff met with the Boston Transportation Department and the 
Metropolitan District Commission to discuss traffic issues related to truck traffic generated 
proposed staging area locations. 

e The alternatives matrix and evaluation of alternatives is complete. The cost analysis for 
each alternative is underway. 


IV Presentation: Alternatives Analysis 
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Mr. Conklin explained the objectives of the presentation and referenced the handouts, which 
are included as Attachment 2. Mr. Conklin’s explained that the alternatives analysis is a 
culmination of previous presentations made by the CDM team and input provided by the CAC 
to the Boston Parks and Recreation Department and CDM team. 


Alternatives to achieve each project objective were evaluated and presented. CAC members 
asked questions throughout the presentation. A summary of the questions and responses 
provided is presented below. 


Q&A with CAC 


Why was upstream storage not recommended as a flood control alternative? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the 170 million gallons represents the excess peak flow that 
contributes to the flooding and bank disturbance. In order to reduce this excess peak flow an 
area equivalent to 9 Leverett Ponds at 3 feet deep would be needed to store the flow. He added 
that during the October 1996 storm, the MBTA Kenmore Station (and subway tunnel) in effect 
provided some amount of flood relief (estimated at 30 million gallons) for Brookline and the 
Fenway. If the river did not overflow into the station, more flooding in areas adjacent to the 
river would have occurred. 


Could upstream storage help address bank disturbance and scouring during periods of peak 
flow and peak river velocity? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the 170 million gallons represents the peak flow that causes the 
flooding and bank disturbance. He added that during the October 1996 storm, the MBTA 
Kenmore Station in effect provided a significant amount of flood relief for Brookline and the 
Fenway. If the river did not overflow into the station, more flooding in areas adjacent to the 
river would have occurred. 


How does the flood control alternative of full bank-to-bank dredging help facilitate the 
implementation of BMPs? 


Mr. Conklin stated that full dredging enables the riverbanks to be restored therefore addressing 
a major source (bank erosion) of sediment load to the river. 


Is the water quality data that was collected by CDM available to the CAC, in particular the 
data on dissolved oxygen? 


Yes, Mr. Conklin responded that the raw water quality data would be made available to the 
CAC. He also added that it will be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
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What is the limit of the wetlands plantings? 


Mr. Conklin said the limits on the wetlands plantings will range from between 4 and 10 feet 
from the water’s edge. Marion Pressley added that the amount of invasive removal will help 
determine the amount of wetlands plantings required along each segment or area of the river. 


Will the plant massings be similar to the photo example included in the PowerPoint 
presentation for this meeting? 


Ms. Pressley said the plant massings will be like the example in the photograph except that the 
plantings in the photo were more mature than the species that will be planted. Ms. Pressley 
added that part of the purpose of the plant massings is to restore the biodiversity of plant 
species, which will also help better maintain the riverbanks and minimize bank erosion. 


A CAC member commented that the plantings are in essence an excellent best management 
practice (BMP) for controlling bank erosion and limiting public access to the water’s edge. 


Mr. Conklin emphasized that the plantings will be limited to land areas that are disturbed 
during the project and that other plantings beyond this would be done in the future as part of 
another project. 


On a percentage basis, how much of the bank areas along the river will be disturbed and/or 
require bank stabilization. 


Mr. Conklin estimated 70%-80% of the riverbanks will be treated for stabilization to better 
control bank erosion. 


In the areas where Phragmites and other invasives will'be removed, how will these areas be 
re-vegetated? 


Mr. Conklin explained that the original, historic shoreline will be preserved as much as 
possible. Invasives removed from the land will be replaced with loam and a cross section of 
plantings. 


Will land restoration take place in other impacted or disturbed areas (other than areas where 
Phragmites and other invasives are removed)? 


Mr. Conklin responded yes. Other park areas that are disturbed such as staging areas, will be 
restored and replanted. Repair of damaged areas will be done in accordance with the historic 
planting and treatment plan. Mr. Conklin added that implementation of some structural BMPs 
will likely result in damage to parkland areas. Responsibility for restoring these damaged 
areas will reside with the specific public agency that implements the BMP. 


CAC members commented that this will be an expensive project. They are concerned that, if 
full funding cannot be obtained, the project may be broken up and the entire scope, as 
presented in the EIR, might not be implemented.” 


(The comment was noted. The proponents are currently exploring alternative funding 
approaches to allow for the implementation of the entire scope of the project.) 


CAC Meeting Summary — October 23, 2000 
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Mr. Conklin added that some of the smaller project elements constructed as a part of the larger 
elements could probably be retained since some of these elements were required to build the 
major infrastructure. For example, if a headwall is required to be built, the historic treatment 
of that headwall should still be included in the project. 


CAC members concluded stating that the process for defining the project scope and limits, in 
the likely event there are insufficient funds to complete the entire project, should be clearly 
presented to the CAC and the public. 


Regarding the recommended project alternatives that meet the landscape and historic 
resources objectives, the CAC members commented that the present day uses of the park need 
to be factored into the analysis. 


Ms. Pressley responded that the consultant team is focusing on present day park uses such as 
walking, jogging and passive recreation. 


CAC members asked if there is an overall vision statement for the project. They suggested that 
the project team should consider an overall vision statement that conveys the clear sense that 
this is an integrated and holistic project. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the project team will draft a vision statement and present it in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


A CAC member suggested that the river be navigable to the extent possible. 


Mr. Conklin said we would include as part of the total project cost estimate, some means to 
facilitate or at least provide the opportunity for canoeing and other contact recreation on the 
river. 


A CAC member asked how the Environmental Impact Report will conform to the Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan and asked that the Muddy River restoration project be presented in the 
context of the larger long-term Emerald Necklace improvements. 


A CAC member commented that project seems to represent two projects, a flood control 
project and a landscaping improvements project. If funding is not available to complete all 
project elements, the CAC member is concerned that the landscaping improvements will 
sacrificed. 


Several CAC members asked about the distribution of the Environmental Impact Report to the 
public and what efforts will be made to publicize its availability and encourage the public to 
review the document and provide comments to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the document will be distributed to the Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department, the Town of Brookline, and the CAC. It will be submitted to the 
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) Unit of the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs and regulatory agencies. Note: Additional copies will be available 
upon request. Other copies will be available at public locations (e.g., certain libraries, 
municipal offices). 
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Will there be a required public hearing under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
or MEPA regulations? 


Laura Rome, of the MEPA Unit, said that a public hearing is not required under MEPA but a 
hearing could be required by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 


CAC members commented on the need for the Environmental Impact Report to have an 
interesting and well-written executive summary. 


CAC members briefly discussed the upcoming public meeting on the project on November 8, 
2000. CAC members encouraged the project team to articulate the vision the project is seeking 
to achieve and to present the project in a positive and upbeat tone. 


A CAC member asked if the public meeting location could be changed to Dodge Hall? 

Fran Beatty said that the public meeting location is the Raytheon Amphitheater at the Egan 
Center. The meeting location is a firm commitment. Ms. Beatty added that the project team 
will work with Northeastern University to ensure clear directions to the Egan Center are 
provided to the public. 

A CAC member commented on oil odors in the area by Deaconess Hospital and at the outlet of 
the Longwood Avenue drain questioned the sources, including the potential of leaking oil from 
vehicles. 


Mr. Conklin said the project team will look into this. 


In the parkland area by Netherlands Road, what was the maintenance plan after the Japanese 
Knotweed was removed and replaced with grass? 


Ms. Pressley responded that the Boston Parks and Recreation Department has regularly mowed 
this area and that has helped prevent the regrowth of the invasive plant. 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
What is the format for the November 8, 2000 public meeting? 


Ms. Beatty said that the format of the meeting has not been finalized. The seating for the 
public will be a theater style layout. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC is scheduled for Monday, October 30, 2000. 
The meeting will be held in the Egan Engineering/Science Research Center in the Raytheon 
Amphitheater, Room 240. 


The meeting will focus on a presentation on the best management practices (BMP). 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 


Atiachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting | Sign-In Sheet 
October 23, 2000 
Name | Affiliation | Signature 
: Charles Alan Birnbaum National Park Service 


Isabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 


Fenway Community 


Suzanne Comtois Development Corp 
Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
Edward Cutler ; Brookline Resident 
Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts 
‘ Frances Allou Gershwin Mahoney, Hawkes & Goldings Sh ao Mar Lech . 
Irene Gillis Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 
George Hagerty Fenway Studios, Inc. 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
Richard Heath 
Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 
Adam Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 
FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, yj a= 
Frances J. Kemp Fenway Resident nathd 
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Attachment 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Meeting ake | ae Sign-In § 
October 23, 2000 


Name Affiliation Signature 


John Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 

Arleyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks A 

John A. Martin Emerald Necklace Conservancy 

Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond MAL aA (Py 

Lauren Meier LiWiviow Ma ey 

Paul Mentag Fenway Alliance LLM TM 

Mary Crain Penniman Charles River Watershed Association Y 

Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 

George Proakis Boston Resident wo) / ey 

Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society if YY) /, Ly rt bs) 

Fenway Community 

Roscoe Sandlin Development Corp 

Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors ’ 

Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association CTickisic y), U7, 2 yf 
. y)~/, 

Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn el <F ty—~/-——~_| 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 4, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule; Other Information 


Schedule of Upcoming Meetings 


23-Oct-2000 | 6PM | Alternatives Evaluation Egan Center, NU 


Alternatives Evaluation, 
Mon. | 30-Oct-2000 | 6 PM Parts BMPIitertatives mnaly sis Egan Center, NU 


S Wed. | 08-Nov-2000 | 6PM | Public Meeting Egan Center, NU 
Wed. | 15-Nov-2000 6PM | Mitigation & Costs Faculty Center, NU 
25-Jan-2001 | 6 PM | EIR/EA Presentation Egan Center, NU 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Enclosures: 
1. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 19, 2000 
2. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 28, 2000. 


Please review the 2 meeting summaries. Submit written comments within 7 calendar 
days John Burckardt by fax(617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) 
The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments 
will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


3. Glossary of Terms —Definitions for September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 
Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


4. Revised List of Abbreviations Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Forsyth Path 


IY 4 g 


mee eae 


i pa 5G 


YPN 


Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


# Green Line 
& Orange Line 


61 - Nace and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: ( 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Il. 


Ill. 


TY. 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Monday, October 30, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, Project Manager 


Follow-up: Planning for Public Meeting (Nov. 8, 2000) 


Fran Beatty, A. L. S. A., Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


Presentation: Best Management Practices 


David C. Noonan, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:40 


6:40 — 7:40 


7:40 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-12 Oct 30, 2000\CAC_Agenda_Oct30_2000.doc 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Best Management 
Practices Plan 
October 30, 2000 


Dave Noonan, P.E. 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


Outline of Presentation 
m Objectives 


= Sediment Sources 


= Status of BMPs in Watershed 
- historical sediment loadings 
- capital improvements 
- existing measures & effectiveness 
- roles and responsibilities 
Recommendations to Improve BMP Plan 


- non-structural, structural, flow reduction 
- demonstration projects 


Phase 1 Project Objectives 


Increase flood control 
= Improve water quality 


m Enhance aquatic / riparian habitat 


Restore landscape and historic resources 


Institute Best Management Practices in Muddy 
River system 


BMP Objectives 


Minimize re-sedimentation rates*** 

Improve water quality (nutrients, bacteria, etc.) 
Maintain project improvements 

Reduce runoff volume 


Contribute to attainment of 
Fishable/Swimmable goal for Charles River 


**«Overriding Objective 


Basis of BMP Plan 


m EPA & DEP stormwater regs, guidelines 
ENF Certificate and comments, public 
Input from EOEA, DEM, CAC 
Departments in Brookline & Boston 
Corps of Engineers and MDC 
Boston Water and Sewer Commission 


Natural Resources Conservation Services 


Center for Watershed Protection Report 
(screened, evaluated, other ideas) 


Sediment Sources 


Eroding banks & uplands (30% to 50%) 
Decayed leaves & brush (25%) 

Street sanding (30% to 60%) 
Construction sites (less than 10%) 


Typical urban runoff - litter, animal waste (5% 
to 25%) 


Sources: Corp of Engineers, US EPA, 
MADEP 


Three Point Sources dominate the Drainage 
System (Volume of Stormwater) 


Note: Stony Brook Conduit Other: (24%) 
discharges intermittently to * Chestnut Street 
Muddy River. . Daisy Field 

* MDC 

» Emmanuel Ccilege 

* Longwood Ave. 

* Huntington Ave. 


Muddy River (10%) 


Village Brook (57%) Tannery Brook (9%) 


Total Watershed is 3,615 Acres 


Sediment Loads from Point Sources Only 


All Other Drains + ene Drain 
SBC 4 
20% Daisy Field Drain 


Longwood Ave. 
Drain 
6% 


Tannery Brook 
Drain 


12% Village Brook Drain 


56% 


Source: Hydraulic Modeling, Sediment Quantity and Sediment 
Quality Issues on the Muddy River, CDM 2000 


Sediment Loads Over Time 


EPA Phase | Stormwater 
Regulations (1990) 


NPDES Permit 
Conditions (1995) 


Brookline ACO 


wes a (Year 2000) 
Capital 


Projects 


Naturally Occurring Sediment 


SEDIMENT LOADING RATE 
(CUBIC YARDS/YEAR) 


TIME FOR RESEDIMENTATION 
(YEARS) 
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Capital Improvements over Time 
Boston 


Removal of 11 Illegal Connections to Muddy River (1990)-$35,000 
Fenwood Road Particle Separator (1992)--$25,000 (construction only) 
Jamaica Pond particle separator (1993)-BPRD 

Muddy River Conduit Diversion Gate (1995)--$70,000 

Frances Street Siphon (1998)--$33,600 

Boston Catch Basin Improvement Program (2000-2001)-$2,500,000 
Cleaning of Stony Brook Conduit (2001)--$6,000,000 


Stony Brook Sewer Separation (2001)--$37,200,000 


Capital Improvements--Brookline 


= Removed 33 sewer cross -connections in Tannery Brook (1989)— 
$215,900 - 


Sewer cross-connection investigation at Longwood (1995)--$55,000 
Removed 4 cross-connections at Longwood (1995)--$20,000 


Village and Tannery Brooks cross-connection removal (1996-7)—- 
$653,000 


Bridge restoration (1997)-$900,000 
Stormwater and Wastewater Master Plans (1998)--$350,000 
Kendall St. Garage site remediation (ongoing)-$540,000 


Restoration of Olmsted Park (1999)-$1,000,000 


Capital Improvements Planned by 
Brookline in 2000/2001 


Leverett Pond dredging—$210,000 

Allerton Overlook improvements (landscape)--$300,000 

Babbling Brook: Olmsted Park Improvements Phase III-$400,000 
Walnut Street sewer separation—$1,200,000 

Monmouth Street sewer reconstruction—$30,000 

Kendall Street Garage remediation (con.)--$500,000 


Willow Pond remediation (cash contribution)-$500,000 


Matrix of Specific Measures By Community 


é 
a) 
$ 
% 
Fs 


LEGEND 


Bes! Management 
Practice in Place 


Not Applicable 
City of Boston 
inspectional 
Department 


What’s Not Happening with Existing 
BMP Measures (Gap Analysis) 


= Boston 


- catch basin cleaning 
- street sweeping 


= MDC 
- catch basin cleaning 


- curb settings need adjustment 
- drains eroding Boston park land 


= Brookline 


- Private ways need maintenance 
- leaf collection 


What’s Not Happening with Existing 
BMP Measures 


Boston Parks and Recreaiion® A fe ee 

- Maintenance plans need to include erosion 
control on Muddy R. banks, pathways and 
uplands 

- Use of wire mesh barrels 

- leaf collection 


m General 


- Pooper scooper laws not enforced 
- Geese control 


Back Bay Fens near Brookline Avenue 
upstream of the Fens Bridge 


Sos 


Riverway upstream of Netherlands Road 


yrs 


at | fame 


MDC catch basin in Boston near 
Netherlands Road 


Pedestrian trail around Ward Pond 
near outlet to brook 


10 


Responsibilities By Agency (aka the 
need for a Communication Plan) 


Boston Transportation Dept.--street signs 
Boston Police Dept.--ticketing 
Boston Transportation Dept.--towing 


Boston Public Works Dept.--street 
maintenance 


Boston Water & Sewer Commission-catch 
basins 


Metropolitan District Commission--parkways 
(except for capital projects) 


Sediment Loads Over Time 


SEDIMENT LOADING RATE 
(CUBIC YARDS/YEAR) 


Naturally Occurring Sediment 


TIME FOR RESEDIMENTATION 
(YEARS) 


Sediment Loads Over Time 


\@ (Year 1974) 
ie 30% Improvement in Efficiency 
La Seta 2000) 


Capital oe 
Projects ~~ 
~ 


~ 
“< (Year 2006) 
GOAL 


SEDIMENT LOADING RATE 
(CUBIC YARDS/YEAR) 


Naturally Occurring Sediment 


TIME FOR RESEDIMENTATION 
(YEARS) 


Focus of Existing and Future BMP 
Plan 


= Several sources contribute the most sediment 


- erosion of banks, pathways, uplands 
- street sanding 
- decayed leaves and brush 


m= Three watersheds dominate the water system 


- Village Brook 
- Tannery Brook 
- Direct drainage to Muddy River 


Hierarchy For Selecting BMP 
Measures 


= 1. Non-structural measures 


- Catch basin cleaning/bank 
stabilization/etc. 


- Attack the largest sources basinwide! 
m 2. Structural measures 


- Sedimentation basins/particle separators 
- Small subwatersheds affected 


m 3. Measures to minimize runoff 


- Green roofs/swales/etc. 
- Specific buildings/lots affected 


Improvements to Existing BMP Plan 
(Non-structural) 


Maintain restored banks, pathways and 
uplands (BPRD & Brookline) 


Address private ways (Brookline) 


Correct “desire lines” (BPRD & Brookline) 


- Behind MFA/Agassiz Road 
- Near Fens Bridge 
- Riverway at Longwood 


Local stormwater regulations (Brookline) 


Improvements to Existing BMP Plan 
(Non-structural) 


m= General 
- Develop plan to enforce pooper scooper 
laws 
Develop plan to control geese 


Need water quality monitoring program to 
assess effectiveness 


Improve leaf collection programs 
Eliminate or modify mesh trash barrels 


Improvements to Existing BMP Plan 
(Non-structural) 


gm Caich basin cieaning/sweeping: 
- MDC: 
e Increase MDC budget OR 
¢ Delegate responsibility to Boston OR 


¢ Subcontract out (privatize) 


¢ Correct curb and catch basin settings 
- All: Upgrade sweepers over time 


- Boston: Tow don’t ticket 
- All: Adopt NYC methodology 
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New York City Catch Basin Program 


= Data Suggested: 
- Inspected every 2.4 years 
- Cleaned every 3.1 years 
- Grit accumulation: 9” to 30” per year 
- Requiring cleaning 1.4 years to 4.7 years 


m Evaluation concluded: 
- NO additions to labor & equipment needed 
- Track and prioritize 


- Sweep commercial/dense residential more 
frequently 
Endorse Boston/Brookline/MDC Adopting NYC Methodology 


FIELD ACTIVITIES 


Inspection | 


DATA ENTRY FORM 


2 Microroht Acces (Catch Basm Survey Data Entsp Form) 


| 


# Steet Addr 


= Ee 


MS ACCESS DATABASE 
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Structural BMP Measures 


= Watershed considerations 


m= Engineering and cost considerations 


Watershed Characteristics 
and Structural BMP Compatibility 


m 44% percent impervious a 


m Little non-utilized open space (urbanized) 


m™ Historic park setting for end of pipe controls 
versus controls upstream in watershed 


m Excess storm runoff: 170 million gallons 


Cost and Engineering 
Considerations for Structural BMPs 


= Capital costs run $100,000 to $500,000 per 
measure 


gs Maintenance activities and costs 


m= Require detailed engineering analysis 
- hydraulic loadings 
- Soil conditions/bedrock 
- Depth to groundwater 

m Success is NOT guaranteed 

- Fenwood particle separator 

- Chestnut Street chamber 


Improvements to Existing BMP Plan 
(Structural) 


= Wetlands bioretention 
- next to Victory Gardens 
= Particle separators 
- Common low points in MDC system 


- MDC Drain at Daisy Field 
- Emmanuel College Drain 
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Improvements to Existing BMP Plan 
(Structural) 


= Stormceptor at Walnut Street 

= In-stream Sedimentation basins 
At Stony Brook outlet 
At Fens Bridge 
Riverway at Back Bay Yard 
Netherlands Road at Longwood Drain 
Downstream of Tannery Brook 
Village Brook drain 
Willow Pond/Chestnut Street Drain 


Schematic of the Muddy River 
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Available Funding Sources 


Nonpoint Source Implementation Grants (EPA 
319 Program)--$75K to $300K 


Clean Water State Revolving Fund (MADEP) 
Water Quality Cooperative Agreements (EPA) 


Research and Demonstration Grant Program 
(MADEP) 


Flood Hazard Mitigation and Riverine 
Ecosystem Restoration Program (ACE) 


UEI Community Grants Program (EPA) 


Examples of Demonstration Projects 


Spragues Cove Constructed Wetland System, 
Marion, MA (319 Grant) 


Buttermilk Bay Comprehensive Stormwater 
Remediation Project, Bourne and Wareham, 
MA (319 Grant) | 


Broad Marsh River Stormwater Remediation 
Project, Wareham, MA (319 Grant) 


BWSC project to evaluate effectiveness of 
standard catch basin No. 5 to capture solids 


Other Innovations 


stormwater utility 
“green roofs” 
roof drain disconnection 


private property issues 


EIR Monitoring and Management 
Plan 


Measures To Be Improved 
New Measures To Be Added 


Communication Plan 
- roles and responsibilities 
Monitoring requirements 


Budgets (Capital and O & M) 


Distribution of costs 


= Questions and Discussion 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — October 30, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Ag ee Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


il Follow-up: Planning for Public Meeting (November 8, 2000) 
Fran Beatty, A.L.S.A, Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Il Presentation: Best Management Practices 
David C. Noonan, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 

I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 

John Burckardt informed the CAC that the notices for the November 8 public meeting have 
been distributed and are available for CAC members if they would like to distribute notices 
themselves. 


Mr. Burckardt reported that a CAC member suggested a summary of the Hardy Pond dredging 
project be shown at the public meeting. The CAC member was concerned that if there are 
contaminated sediments, would not the water removed from these sediments also be 
contaminated and, therefore, could not be returned to the river? 


In response, Bruce Conklin explained that dewatered water from the dredging process will be 
treated and retumed to the Muddy River. The treatment process for the dewatered water will 
consist of a series of settling tanks. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 


ue 
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(NPDES) discharge permit is not required but CDM will incorporate stringent water quality 
requirements into the contract specifications for the construction contract(s). 


Where the sediments are contaminated, CDM’s experience is that the contaminants remain 
with the sediment during dewatering and not in the water. The dewatered water is tested prior 
to being discharged back into the river. If it meets the criteria, the water will be returned to the 
river. 


A CAC member commented that he visited the Hardy Pond project and observed that the 
dredging operation is relatively quiet. He spoke with the contractor on site who confirmed the 
truck volumes that the CDM project team earlier presented to the CAC. 


Il Follow-up: Planning for Public Meeting (November 8, 2000) 

Fran Beatty explained the purpose of the public meeting is to present an overview of the 
project, summary of alternatives evaluated, and a review of the recommended project. Ms. 
Beatty said the meeting will be facilitated by Susan Jeghelian. Laura Rome from MEPA will 
provide an explanation of the environmental review process. The presentation will last 
approximately one hour with an hour provided for questions and answers. Handouts will 
include a summary of the MEPA process, the project team presentation and a roster of the 
CAC. 


The Boston Parks and Recreation Department has distributed over 2,000 notices on the 
meeting but Ms. Beatty does not know how many people will attend the meeting. 


Ill Presentation: Best Management Practices 


David Noonan began by stating that this presentation is a follow-up to the first presentation on 
best management practices (BMP) in May 2000. Mr. Noonan acknowledged the CAC’s desire 
for more detail and substance regarding the identification and evaluation of BMPs. 


Mr. Noonan explained that the goal with respect to BMPs is to prevent the re-sedimentation of 
the river and extend the life cycle benefits of the dredging and other improvements that will be 
constructed. 


A copy of the presentation is included as Attachment 2 to this meeting summary. 


Q&A with CAC 
Is the MDC catch basin at Netherlands Road typical of MDC basins? 


Mr. Noonan responded yes according to the MDC but added that the CDM team has not 
surveyed all of the MDC’s basins along the parkways. Mr. Noonan added that the MDC 
informed him that the MDC is not responsible for capital improvements to the catch basins. 


A CAC member explained that the MDC implemented significant improvements to the 
parkways in 1982 and in fact the MDC owns and is responsible for the maintenance of catch 
basins on MDC roadways. 
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Another CAC member suggested that the MDC should identify all catch basin and other 
environmental improvements that are required so the Massachusetts Environmental 
Collaborative can include them in their annual “green budget” they present to the Governor 
and Legislature. 


In response to presentation graph that shows sediment loads over time, a CAC member asked 
if naturally occurring sediment is really represented by a fixed line as shown on the graph. 


Mr. Noonan said that, in reality, naturally occurring sediment cannot be controlled and that 
graphically it is probably not a straight line. Mr. Noonan added that when invasive species are 
removed, the level of naturally occurring sediment is likely to decrease. 


In response to earlier questions, Mr. Noonan explained the concept of green roofs. Green roofs 
are more common in Europe, and Chicago is seeing more of these as well. 


A CAC member commented that landscape design can significantly facilitate the 
implementation of BMPs and reduce re-sedimentation rates. Landscape design can shape 
bank, pathway and upland maintenance needs. 


How can landscape design address bank scouring that results in periods of high flow? 


Mr. Noonan said the project team has modeled river velocity to identify where scour and 
sedimentation occur. Bruce Conklin added that Marion Pressley is reviewing this issue and is 
considering using gabion as a base with plantings on top. Mr. Conklin added that there is not 
much that can be done to protect banks during large storms so the project team is focusing on 
wetlands plant massing to protect banks during more frequent, smaller storms. 


How will the project team correct desire lines? 

Mr. Noonan deferred a response and said that Marion Pressley, who was not in attendance, 
could better respond to this question. Mr. Noonan added that plantings could be used to 
correct desire lines. 

Was the Muddy River ever a source of drinking water? 

Mr. Noonan responded no, Jamaica Pond was once a source of drinking water, however. 

CAC members asked about domestic pets, specifically a separate area for dog owners to bring 
their dogs as a way to control fecal bacteria from getting into the river via overland 


stormwater flows. 


Mr. Noonan responded that the project team will examine the feasibility and any potential 
benefits of having a separate area for dog owners to take their dogs. 


A CAC member commented that in Brookline, the town has set up separate dog walking areas 
and provides barrels and bags to properly dispose of pet waste. 


A CAC member commented that the BMP measures outlined by Mr. Noonan involve the need 
for public education. In the Fenway, where there is a higher turnover of residents, the need 
for ongoing public education is imperative. 
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CAC members asked the project team to closely examine the street sanding and salting 
practices of Boston, Brookline and the MDC. They also requested the team to identify the 
quantity of material that is deposited on the streets and if there is a better application method 
that can reduce the amount of material deposited on the roads. CAC members further asked to 
look at what incentives or disincentives exist for the private contractors who sand and plow 
Boston's streets. 


Mr. Noonan explained that for Boston, Brookline and the MDC, the project team is trying to 
identify the street sanding and salting practices and quantify the amount of material that is 
deposited in the watershed on an annual basis. He added that there is likely insufficient data 
and records to respond to many of the questions that CAC members raised regarding the salt 
and sand application practices. 


Several CAC members also commented on the need to obtain accurate information about the 
street sweeping activities of Boston, Brookline and the MDC. Some CAC members believe that 
Boston does not have a functioning street sweeping program for the Fenway. 


CAC members also commented on the need to focus attention on the salting and sanding 
practices in particular on the parkways owned by the MDC since it appears that salt and sand 
applied to the parkways eventually nearly all of it ends up in the Muddy River. Some CAC 
members expressed concern over the MDC’s ability to clean and maintain the catch basins on 
the parkways given the insufficient staff and operating and maintenance budget for these 
activities. 


A CAC member asked the project team to look at coordination between the multiple 
Jurisdictional entities along the Muddy River in terms of how best to implement maintenance 
programs. 


Mr. Conklin responded as the project consultant, the CDM team could recommend any 
coordination efforts that may be needed but it is up to the public entities to implement 
maintenance programs. 


Betsy Shure Gross from the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) referenced the 
Memorandum of Agreement among the participating agencies, which was executed as a 
condition of this project. She explained how the participating entities agreed and committed to 
implementing all maintenance activities that are incorporated into the long-term maintenance 
program that is developed for this project. 


A CAC member commented that funding required for implementation of the BMPs could be 
generated from either new sources of funds or from cost savings achieved through efficiency 
gains. 


A CAC member asked what structural BMP measures are being considered to reduce re- 
sedimentation in Leverett Pond? 


Mr. Noonan stated that the project consultant team reviewed the Center for Watershed 
Protection’s (CWP) report to the Town of Brookline on BMP measures that could be 
implemented in the watershed. The CDM team has found that many of the measures presented 
in the CWP report are not feasible and are not carried forward in the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR). Mr. Noonan added that there are institutional issues (i.e. agency 
responsibility and coordination) that have to be addressed as part of implementation of all 

BMP measures. For some measures, the agency that will be responsible for implementation 
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has yet to be clarified. However, the DEIR will identify the agency responsible for each 
measure in the maintenance and management plan. 


How will we insure that what BMP measures are recommended actually get built? 


Mark Smith, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, responded that in the Final EIR, the 
maintenance and management plan will recommend specific processes for implementation and 
enforcement of such measures. 


Some CAC members commented that they would have liked to have seen a list of specific BMP 
measures for specific areas of the river? 


Mr. Noonan reported that specific measures for appropriate locations will be presented in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


One person commented that the universities should be enlisted to assist with long-term 
monitoring and assessment of BMP measures. 


Kathy Baskin, from the Charles River Watershed Association, emphasized the importance of 
coordination of operation and maintenance activities as prescribed in the MOU. Ms. Baskin 
added that some funding sources for BMP measures, such as the Section 319 grant program 
under the Clean Water Act, are not available for Boston and will not be available for 
Brookline once they receive their Phase II stormwater permit from EPA. She recommended 
that the project not depend on a Section 319 grant for BMP implementation. 


Other CAC members commented that the Operations and Maintenance Plan needs to detail the 
assurances and provisions that will be enacted to insure that the recommended BMP projects 
will be implemented regardless of who or which public agency pays for each project. 


Based on the lengthy discussion with the CAC and the general public, a copy of the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the public agencies is attached. The title of the 
document reads: 


Memorandum of Understanding 
By and Among 
The Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
The Department of Environmental Management 
The Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency 
The Boston Water and Sewer Commission 
The Town of Brookline and the City of Boston 
Concerning the Responsibilities for Funding and Administering 
The Muddy River Restoration Project 

In the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline 


Next Meeting 

A Public Information Meeting on the Muddy River Restoration Project is scheduled for 
Wednesday, November 8, 2000 from 6:00 PM — 8:30 PM at the Egan Engineering/Science 
Research Center, Raytheon Amphitheater, Room 240 at Northeastern University. 
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The purpose of the meeting is to provide the general public with an update and summary of the 
project. 


The next meeting of the Emerald Necklace CAC Meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, 
November 15, 2000. The meeting will be held in the Faculty Club, Northeastern University, 
Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway from 6:00 PM — 8:30 PM. The meeting will focus on a presentation 
on project mitigation measures. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation 
Attachment 3 — Interagency MOU 


Attachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 


October 30, 2000 


Name 


Sign-In Sheet 


Affiliation 


Signature 


Charles Alan 


Isabella M. 


Suzanne 


Christine 


Edward 


Margaret 


Frances Allou 


lrene 


Alan 


George 


June 


Richard 


Gary R. 


Adam 


Frances J. 


Bimbaum 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Cutler 


‘Dyson 


Gershwin 


Gillis 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Heath 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


Kemp 


National Park Service 


Friends of the Muddy River 


Fenway Community 
Development Corp 


Jamaica Pond Project 


Brookline Resident 


Historic Massachusetts 


Mahoney, Hawkes & Goldings 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 


The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios, Inc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission Gite = (7 VAZZ U Wile. 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, aE 
Yk Pa % 


Fenway Resident 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 


October 30, 2000 


John 


Arleyn A. 


John A. 


~ Hugh 


Lauren 


Paul 


Mary Crain 


Jane 


George 


Marion 


Roscoe 


Joyce © 


_ Fredericka 


Eileen 


Name 


Leahy 
Levee 
Martin 
Mattison 
Meier 
Mentag 
Penniman 
Pfister 
Proakis 
Sabal 
Sandlin 
Starner 
Veikley | 


Woodford 


Affiliation 


Northeastern MPA Student 
National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 
Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Fenway Alliance 


Charles River Watershed Association 


Brookline Resident 


Boston Resident 


Fenway Garden Society 


Fenway Community 


Development Corp 


Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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Emerald Necklace 


Environmental Improvements Master Plan 
And 


Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, 
Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement 


sf 2 th cee DS > > 3 < 
Riverway — Boston Park System Muddy River Improvement. View upstream from the 
Longwood Avenue Bridge in 1920, twenty-eight years after construction. (Thomas 
Ellison, photographer, Fredrick Law Olmsted National Historic Site) 


Public Meeting 


Wednesday, November 8, 2000 
6:00 to 8:30 PM 


Northeastern University 


Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
See map on back 


Muddy River Restoration Project 


A joint project of: 


City of Boston Town of Brookline 
Thomas M. Menino, Mayor Joseph Geller, Chair, Board of Selectmen 
Justine M. Liff, Commissioner of Parks Thomas DeMaio, Commissioner of Public Works 


Project Summary 


The Muddy River floods at times causing damage to residents, businesses and institutions in Boston and 
Brookline. Recent flooding has brought an urgency to the need to restore the river and to bring the 
resources needed to take action. The Muddy River restoration is an effort to undo the effects of erosion, 
storm damage, pollution from urban runoff and the loss of Olmsted’s landscape scenery, as well as provide 
for necessary flood control. : 


(OVER) 


The Muddy River Restoration Project is a joint project of the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline in 
cooperation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The objectives of the Muddy River Restoration Project are: 


ee gS 


v 


Improvement of flood control 


Improvement of water quality 


Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 
Treatment of landscape and historic resources 
Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


The Project Limits extend from Wards Pond to the Charles River and includes portions of the City of Boston and the 
Town of Brookline. The Muddy River Restoration Project includes the preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), permits, preparation of construction documents, public processes and other work related to the stated 


objectives. 


Funding and support from the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Management, Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Boston Water & 
Sewer Commission and the Town of Brookline. 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


From The Fenway (walking): From Green Line (E Train): 

Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsy St. 
Follow Forsyth St. to end. Egan Center is on left just end of platform. 

before Ruggles Station. Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan Center is 


on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. By Car: 


Pay lot available on Columbus Ave. — see map below. 
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Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 
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Ruggles Station 


Public Information Meeting 
Wednesday, November 8, 2000 


Emerald Necklace 


Environmental Improvements Master Plan 
And 


Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality, 
Habitat Enhancement and Historic Landscape Rehabilitation 
A joint project of: 


City of Boston Town of Brookline 

Thomas M. Menino, Mayor Joseph Geller, Chair, Board of Selectmen 
Justine M. Liff, Commissioner of Parks Thomas DeMaio, Commissioner of Public Works 
Funding and support from the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 


Management, the Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U. S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, the Boston Water & Sewer Commission and the Town of Brookline. 


Agenda 


l. Welcome & Opening Remarks 6:00 - 6:30 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Meeting Fi acilitator 


Fran Beatty, ALSA, Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


Erin Chute, Parks and Open Space Director 
Town of Brookline 


IT. Overview of Environmental Review Process 6:30 - 6:45 
(Questions & Answers) 


Laura Rome, MEPA Office 


lil. History of Emerald Necklace 6:45 — 6:55 


Marion Pressley, FALSA, President 
Pressley Associates, Inc. 


IV. Muddy River Restoration Project Overview 6:55 — 7:40 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


V. Questions and Answers 7:40 — 8:30 
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Emerald Necklace 
Environmental Improvements Master Plan 
And 


Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality, 
Habitat Enhancement and Historic Rehabilitation 


Public Information Meeting 


November 8, 2000 


Ground Rules for Public Participation in the Meeting 


Please: 

Jie Sign the Sign-In Sheet that will be provided. 

pk Refer to the Agenda and Handouts to follow the meeting format and 
presentations. 

ae Hold questions until after each presentation. 

4. Seek recognition during Q & A by raising hands and waiting to be acknowledged 
by facilitator. 

oy State your name and affiliation (who you represent) before asking your question. 

6. Ask only one question. A follow-up question on the same subject is allowed, but 
please wait to ask a second question until others seeking recognition have had a 
turn. 


ie Stay with the presented topic when asking questions. 
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EMERALD NECKLACE 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 


PHASE I MupDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, WATER QUALITY, 
HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND HISTORIC LANDSCAPE REHABILITATION 


Muddy River Restoration Project 


A joint project of: 


City of Boston Town of Brookline 
Thomas M. Menino, Mayor Joseph Geller, Chair, Board of Selectmen 
Justine M. Liff, Commissioner of Parks Thomas DeMaio, Commissioner of Public Works 


Project Summary 


The Muddy River floods at times causing damage to residents, businesses and institutions in Boston and 
Brookline. Recent flooding has brought an urgency to the need to restore the river and to bring the 
resources needed to take action. The Muddy River restoration is an effort to undo the effects of erosion, 
storm damage, pollution from urban runoff and the loss of Olmsted’s landscape scenery, as well as 
provide for necessary flood control. 


The Muddy River Restoration Project is a joint project of the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline 
in cooperation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The objectives of the Muddy River 
Restoration Project are: 


Improvement of flood control 
Improvement of water quality 
Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat 


Treatment of landscape and historic resources 


a> hy oe 


Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


The Project Limits extend from Wards Pond to the Charles River and includes portions of the City of 
Boston and the Town of Brookline. The Muddy River Restoration Project includes the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), permits, preparation of construction documents, public processes 
and other work related to the stated objectives. 


Funding and support from the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Management, Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency, Federal Emergency Management Agency, U. S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, the Boston Water & Sewer Commission and the Town of Brookline. 


Riverway — Boston/Brookline Park System Muddy _ River 
Improvement. View upstream from the Longwood Avenue Bridge 
in 1920, twenty-eight years after construction. (Thomas Ellison, 
photographer, Fredrick Law Olmsted National Historic Site) 
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MEPA Review Process 
November 8, 2000 


Overview 


1) The Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)! requires that state agencies study the 
environmental consequences of their actions (including permitting and financial assistance decisions) and 
that they take all feasible measures to avoid or minimize and mitigate damage to the environment. 


2) MEPA further requires that state agencies "use all practicable means and measures to minimize damage 
to the environment," by studying alternatives to the proposed project, and developing enforceable 
mitigation commitments which will become permit conditions for the project if and when it is permitted. 


3) MEPA applies to projects above a certain size that involve some state agency action. That is, they 
are either proposed by state agencies or are proposed by municipal, nonprofit, or private parties and require 
a permit, financial assistance, or land transfer from state agencies. MEPA does not apply to projects needing 
only local approvals, nor does MEPA serve as an appeal agency for local decisions. 


4) MEPA review is not a permitting process. MEPA requires public study, disclosure, and development of 
feasible mitigation for a proposed project. It does not pass judgement on whether a project is 
environmentally beneficial, or whether a project can or should receive a particular permit. Those decisions 
are left to the permitting agencies. MEPA review occurs before permitting agencies act, to ensure that 
the permitting agencies know the environmental consequences of their actions. 


5) The Act provides the mechanism through which this information collection and mitigation mandate is 
executed. The primary mechanism is known as an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Act empowers 
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs to oversee the review process. The process is public and encourages 
comments from the public and from local and state agencies. 


6) The MEPA Office is the staff of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs responsible for day-to-day 
implementation of the MEPA review process. Its job is to solicit comments from the public and agencies, 
represent the Secretary at the public consultation sessions on the project, coordinate the project review with 
the proponent, consultants, and interested agencies and citizens, and make a recommendation to the 
Secretary regarding the need for (and adequacy of) environmental documentation submitted for a project. 


Review Process 


The Act establishes standards for review and the basic procedural outlines of that review. The MEPA 
regulations at 30] CMR 11.00 (available from the Statehouse Bookstore or the MEPA web site: 
http://www.state.ma.us/mepa) provide the details of the process. The regulations establish thresholds for 
review, and establish a two-staged review. 


1) A proponent whose project exceeds an applicable threshold files an "Environmental Notification 
Form" (ENF) with the MEPA Office. The proponent simultaneously publishes a public notice in a local 
newspaper and provides copies of the ENF to local and state agencies. Notice of the ENF review is then 
published by the Secretary in the Environmental Monitor, which is a document that provides notice of all the 
environmental review documents received by the Secretary during the past half month. (You can get on the 
mailing list for this free of charge by requesting a subscription in writing from the MEPA Office.) 


1 Codified as Massachusetts General Law. c30, ss.61-62H, as amended. 
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2) The publication date shown on the front of the Monitor begins the 30-day review period. The first 20 
days are a public comment period, during which time the Secretary receives comments from the public and 
agencies, and MEPA staff holds a consultation session. Ten days after the close of the comment period the 
Secretary determines the need for an EIR. If no EIR is required, state permitting agencies may act on the 
project. 


3) Ifan EIR is required, the Secretary issues a document called a "scope" which identifies what 
alternatives the proponent must study, what environmental impacts must be analyzed, and what techniques 
the proponent's analysis should follow. The EIR must contain copies of all comment letters received on the 
ENF, and a response to each comment. 


4) Following the issuance of the scope, the proponent then prepares both a draft and final EIR. Notice of 
the availability of each submittal is published in the Monitor and undergoes a 37-day review period, the 
first 30 days of which are a public comment period. Seven days after the close of the comment period, the 
Secretary issues a determination stating whether the DEIR or FEIR is adequate. In the case of a DEIR, the 
Secretary also identifies what issues remain for discussion in the FEIR. After an FEIR is found adequate 
and a legal challenge period has expired, state agencies may act on the project. 


5) In this case, the proponent filed its ENF in January 1999, and the Secretary issued two Certificates on 
the project — one setting out the scope for the EIR and one establishing a Special Review Procedure -- on 
April 29, 1999. The Special Review Procedure provision in the MEPA regulations provides the Secretary 
and proponents with the flexibility to structure alternative procedures for reviewing especially complex 
projects, for which the typical MEPA review may not be fully appropriate. Significantly, the Special 
Review Procedure for this project allows Phase I of the project, the Charlesgate portion, to proceed 
following completion of the review of the DEIR. 


6) The Special Review Procedure for this project also called for the establishment of a Citizens 
Advisory Committee (CAC). As the Certificate indicates, the CAC’s role is to advise the Secretary in 
his evaluation of the proponent’s proposed means and measures to minimize damage to the environment, 
while achieving the project’s goals of flood control, water quality improvements, and landscape 
restoration. The CAC’s task is to review proposed activities, comment on the feasibility of different 
approaches and their likely environmental impacts, and assist the proponent in generating and reviewing 
alternatives which would avoid or minimize damage to the environment. The CAC is entitled to meet 
monthly with the proponent and its consultants. The proponents and their consultants will provide 
information and analysis for the CAC’s review and comment, and they and EOEA will ensure that the 
CAC has the technical information it needs to participate effectively. The MEPA regulations require that 
the proponent provide the CAC with a preview of each EIR at least 30 days prior to submitting the 
document to the Secretary. Any comments submitted to the Secretary by the CAC must reflect a 
consensus of its members (to the degree that they have achieved consensus). 


7) Finally, the Special Review Procedure for this project also requires the proponent, following 
commencement of construction, to file with the MEPA Office and to circulate to all commenters annual 
updates describing progress on the project, including detailing the status of physical improvements and 
management practices, and summarizing monitoring information. 
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EMERALD NECKLACE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 


PHASE I MUDDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, WATER QUALITY, 
HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND HISTORIC LANDSCAPE REHABILITATION 


Schedule of Public Meetings 
& 
Opportunities for Public Input 


November 8, 2000 Public Meeting: Informational overview of the project 


January 25, 2001 Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting: 
Overview of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 


Winter 2001 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) available to 
; public 


Public Meeting on Draft Environmental Impact Report (date to 
be determined) 


Public comment period (typically 30 days from release of the 
DEIR, but this period could be extended). Comment letters should 
be addressed to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 


Spring/Summer 2001 Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting(s) 
Discussion of Final Environmental Impact Report preparation 


Typical Repositories for Public Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Preliminary List): 


e Boston Public Library (Copley Square) 

e Brookline Public Library (Main Branch) 

Boston City Hall 

Brookline Conservation Commission offices 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, MEPA Office 


Note: Other locations may be added. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Membership 


| Affiliation 
Charles Alan Birnbaum National Park Service 
Isabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 
Suzanne Comtois c/o Fenway CDC - 
Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
Edward Cutler Brookline Resident 
Margaret Dyson ~ Historic Massachusetts 


Frances Allou Gershwin Mahoney, Hawkes & Gol dings pdtoeued 


Irene Gillis ~ ROW Coalition 

Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 

George Hagerty Fenway Studios, Inc. 

June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
Richard Heath 

Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 
Adam Kahn " Brookline Conservation Commission 


Fenway Civic Association, Friends of the Muddy River, 


Frances J. Kemp _ Fenway Resident 


John Leahy 

Arleyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 

John A. Martin Emerald Necklace Conservancy — 

Hugh Mattison Ore Friends of Leverett Pond — i 

i eee 2 atthe eh Bs re ea A pete: 
Paul: Mentag An | Fenway / Alliance oo a ey ee 
~ Mary Crain Penniman- Charles River Watershed _ Tian, Me ng aly ay ee 

Jane Pfister Brookline Resident t cas tl i 

George Proakis ~ Boston Resident 

Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society oe 

Roscoe Sandlin — . sitebbaharl raved bribes, aliy #0 ‘ : 

Joyce Starner | Symphony United Neighbors 

Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association j 

Eileen Woodford National Parks & Conservation Association 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Schedule of Meetings 


Date Topic(s) Location | ae 


Nowe ve) a | : 
| wea | 29-Sep-1999 |Introductions; slide presentation of park 


26-Oct-1999 |Dr. Charles Beveridge presentation; Master Plans [96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
3 ° 


J. Wickersham (MEPA);: "Role of CAC" 
28-Feb-2000 |presentation; Introduce consultants; project 


ai 
M 96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


overview 
4 30-Mar-2000 |Project Alternative Identification Egan Center, NU 
a 16-May-2000 |Best Management Practices Larne The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
6 ‘| 13-Jun-2000 HabitavRare Species Egan Center, NU 
2 | 17-Jul-2000 |Historic Resources ~ |aso Dodge Hall. NU 
pas | 22-Aug-2000 |Staging Areas, Pedestrian & Traffic Issues Egan Center, NU 
9 Tue. 19-Sep-2000 |Culvert/Open Channel/Dredge/Disposal, Part 1 


28-Sep-2000 |Culvert/Open Channel/Dredge/Disposal, Part 2 


Egan Center, NU 
Egan Center, NU 


Egan Center, NU 


Eng . | 23-Oct-2000 |Alternatives Evaluation 
Alternatives Evaluation, 

bidet Riche acc cansuag Pb G27 Vs Alternatives Analysis 

S| Wea. | 08-Nov-2000 |PUBLIC MEETING Egan Center, NU 


14 Mon. 4-Dec-2000 location to be determined 
15 25-Jan-2001 |DEIR/EA Presentation 
ee 


Note: The order of the topics may be changed or re-arranged, with the concurrence of the CAC. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 


Aeration is the process of adding air to water. Aquatic life requires dissolved oxygen (DO) in water. If 
there is insufficient dissolved oxygen in a stream or pond, various methods of aeration could be considered. 


Beach isa term used by Fredrick Law Olmsted for a segment of the river or pond bank that is open to visual 
access to the river. Much of Olmsted’s design for the river bank landscape in the Riverway and Olmsted Park 
varies between dense planting of bushes and shrubs to open vistas of the water and across the water. 


Bioretention Swale is a broad, shallow stormwater drainage channel with a dense stand of vegetation 
covering the side slopes and channel bottom. These swales are designed to trap pollutants, promote 
infiltration and reduce flow velocities. 


BMP is an abbreviation for Best Management Practice. BMPs have been identified by the US EPA and 
Massachusetts DEP as practices that can improve water quality in storm drainage systems. Some of these are 
maintenance operations such as frequent street sweeping, cleaning out of catch basins, maintaining vegetative 
cover, or repairing eroding banks. These practices would be implemented in the parks and throughout the 5.6 
square mile watershed of the Muddy River. 


Other BMPs are “structural” and involve first constructing something, and then maintaining it. Examples 
might include “water quality devices” or buried chambers that help settle out the sand and sediments in the 
storm drain pipe before it discharges into the watercourse. Structural BMPs are often located near the end of 
the pipe, just before the outlet. 


The EPA and DEP have identified wide variety of BMPs. Not all BMPs are appropriate for every situation. 


Conductivity — A measure of the ability to pass an electric current in a liquid. This indirectly measures 
the mineral content in a sample. 


Culvert — A pipe or conduit that allows a stream or waterway flow 
under a roadway, railway, parking area or surface feature. See 
picture at right. 


Daylighting involves the uncovering — and, thereby, exposing to 
daylight — a section of a waterway that had been put in a pipe or 
culvert. 


Desire Line — In parks, open spaces and campus quadrangles, desire lines can be seen at the worn paths 
through lawns that do not follow the established paved pathways. They often represent short cuts between two 
places. 


Emerald Necklace is the name given to a string of parks that form an arc of green spaces around the 
neck of Boston. These parks include Boston Common, the Public Gardens, Commonwealth Avenue Mall, 
Charlesgate, Back Bay Fens, the Riverway, Olmsted Park, Jamaica Pond, the Arborway, Arnold Arboretum, 
and Franklin Park. 


Page 7 
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ENF is an abbreviation for Environmental Notification Form. Its submittal is the first step in the 
environmental review of a project under Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The ENF é 
requires the project proponent to answer specific questions regarding the likely environmental impacts of the 
proposed project. The ENF is submitted to the MEPA Office of the Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs (EOEA), which determines if the likely impacts are significant to warrant the submission of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The public is encouraged to provide written comments. The findings of 
the Secretary of EOEA are written in the form of a Certificate. 


The ENF for the Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality and Habitat Enhancement was submitted 
in January 1999. The Secretary of EOEA issued two (2) certificates: | 


1. A Certificate requiring that an EIR be prepared and specifying the scope of the EIR.; and 


2. A Certificate establishing the Special Review Procedure, which included the establishment of the 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) and defining its role. 


EIR is an abbreviation for Environmental Impact Report. After the Secretary of EOEA determines 
that an EIR is required, the project proponent prepares the EIR. The EIR is prepared according to the scope 
outlined in the ENF Certificate and the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00). 


The EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the project in technical detail. The EIR itself is not a permit, 
but it allows the regulatory agencies the opportunity to review the details of the project prior to the permit 
application stage. The EIR also responds to public comments letters regarding the ENF. 


The EIR is first submitted to the MEPA Office as a draft (DEIR). A 30-day public comment period follows. 
The Secretary of EOEA then prepares a Certificate that states whether the DEIR has addressed the scope and . 
environmental impacts adequately. The Certificate provides guidance as to any revisions or additional i 
information is required in the Final EIR (FEIR). The FEIR also responds to public comments letters regarding 
the DEIR. 


The DEIR for the Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water Quality, Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
Landscape Rehabilitation will be prepared over the next year. We would anticipate submission to the MEPA 
Office in early 2001. 


For information about MEPA, visit www.state.ma.us/mepa . 


Habitat refers to the environment that an animal species 
uses for finding food, establishing a dwelling (e.g., nest, 
den, etc.), protection from natural enemies, raising its 
young, etc. Habitat may include various plant species, 
water, and dry land. A diverse environment will supply the 
habitat for a variety of animal species. The sketch to the 
right illustrates a diverse habitat. 


Historic Shoreline refers to the water’s edge that 
existed at some previous time. For the Emerald Necklace, the historic shoreline generally refers to the outline 
of the water’s edge as designed by Olmsted in Olmsted Park and the Riverway. In the Back Bay Fens, the 
historic shoreline is a blend of the original Olmsted design (not all of which was actually built) and designs by 
Shurtleff. q 
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Invasive Species refer to plants that: a — 

e Establish easily = ) sic 

e Grow and proliferate aggressively 

e Produce high numbers of offspring 

e Disperse over a wide area 

e Persist without cultivation 

e Threaten biological diversity 
In the Emerald Necklace, invasive species include Common 
Reed (Phragmites australis), Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum 
salicaria L.), Japanese Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum 
Sieb. & Zucc.), and Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica L.), 
among others. 


ret 


Phragmites (common reed) in Back Bay Fens 


Particle Separators are large, underground chambers used to separate out large and mid-sized particles 
from stormwater. There are one type of structural BMP that can be used to enhance stormwater quality and 
remove sand, grit, and rubbish. Proper design and frequent inspection/maintenance Is key to their 
performance. 


PCBs -— Polychlorinated biphenols, a class of chemicals formed by chlorination of the biphenol molecule. 
Compounds are typically found in oils used in old electric transformers. 


Point Source refers to a location that a pipe or ditch discharges into a river, stream, pond or other 
waterway. 


Restoration and Rehabilitation (of historic landscapes): Restoration and Rehabilitation of 
historic structures and landscapes (such as the Emerald Necklace) have special definitions taken from A Guide 
to Cultural Landscape Reports, Department of the Interior, National Parks Service, p. 82. (The definitions of 
the four treatment types are also included in The Secretary of the Interior ’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes). 


Restoration: “the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character of a 
property as it appeared at a particular period of time by removing features from other periods in its 
history and reconstructing missing features from the restoration period.” 


Rehabilitation: “the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through 
repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its 
historical, cultural, or architectural values.” 


RCRA ~— Resource Conservation Recovery Act, a federal law that defines a hazardous waste and its 
disposal. 


Riparian — refers to land adjacent to a steam, river, pond, lake or other waterway. 


Sediment Sampling is the process to taking sample cores of the sediments at the bottom of the river or 
pond to determine their chemical composition. It is important to determine this prior to dredging or removing 
these sediments. The samples are sent to a testing laboratory where analyses are performed to determine if 
certain chemicals are present. Based on the chemical analyses and the applicable regulations (state and 
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federal), a determination can be made as to where to dispose of the sediments that are removed from the river, 


Sedimentation Basins are ponds created by excavation or the construction of a dam or barrier. 
Sedimentation basins primarily serve to detain stormwater runoff to allow excessive sediment to settle out. 


Staging Areas — During construction, staging areas are used for the contractor to set up equipment, : 
maintain a field office, and store construction materials. 


Swale is a shallow stormwater channel, or small drainage ditch. A swale may be grassed, vegetated, or lined 
(paved with stone or pavement). See also definition of “Bioretention Swale.” 


Vegetated Swale is a broad, shallow channel with a dense stand of vegetation covering the side slopes 
and channel bottom. Vegetated swales are designed to slowly convey storm water runoff and in the process 
trap pollutants, promote infiltration and reduce flow velocities. Vegetated swales can be either wet or dry. 
Dry swales are used in areas where standing water is not desired, such as in residential areas. Wet swales can 
be used where standing water does not create a nuisance problem and where the groundwater level is close 
enough to the surface to maintain the permanent pool in inter-event periods. Wet swales provide the added 
benefit of being able to include a range of wetland vegetation to aid in pollutant removal. 


Wildlife Habitat — See “Habitat.” 
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ACE or ACOE 
ANRAD 
BDPW 

BLC 

BLSF 

BMP 

BOD 
BosConCom 
BPC 

BP&R 
Brookline P&RD 
BPWD 
BRA 
Brookline ConCom 
BTD 

BVW 
BWSC 

CAC 

cfs 

CB 

CDM 

cm 

CMR 

CO 

COD 

COE 

CS 

CSO 

cy 

DEIR 

DEM 

DEP 


ABBREVIATIONS 


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation 
Brookline Department of Public Works 
Boston Landmarks Commission 
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding 
Best Management Practice 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

Boston Conservation Commission 
Brookline Preservation Commission 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 
Brookline Parks & Recreation Department 
Boston Public Works Department 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Brookline Conservation Commission 
Boston Transportation Department 
Bordering Vegetated Wetlands 

Boston Water & Sewer Commission 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

Cubic feet per second 

Catch Basin 

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 
Centimeter 

Code of Massachusetts Regulations 
Carbon Monoxide 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 

U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
Combined Sewer 

Combined Sewer Overflow 

Cubic yards 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management 


Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
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DO Dissolved Oxygen 


DOI U. S. Department of the Interior 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EDB Ethlene dibromide 

EIA Effective Impervious Area 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

ENC Emerald Necklace Conservancy 

ENF Environmental Notification Form 

EOEA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
EOTC Executive Office of Transportation and Construction 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

nl td Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

FCA Fenway Civic Association 

FCDC Fenway Community Development Corporation 
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report 

FEMA U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FLO Fredrick Law Olmsted 

FOE Friends of Leverett Pond 

FOMR Friends of the Muddy River 

gpm Gallons per minute 

HHC Household hazardous chemical 

IPM Integrated Pest Management 

Kg Kilogram 

LMA Longwood Medical Area 

LOS Level of Service 

LUW Land Under Water 

MASCO Medical Academic and Scientific Community Organization, Inc. 
MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
MDC Metropolitan District Commission 

MEMA Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency 
MEPA Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

Mg Milligrams 

Mg/kg Milligrams per kilogram 

MHC Massachusetts Historic Commission 
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MHD Massachusetts Highway Department 


MIA Mapped Impervious Area 

MNHESP Mass Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

MR Muddy River 

MRC Muddy River Conduit 

MTA Massachusetts Turnpike Authority 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration of the U. S. 
Department of Commerce 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NPS National Park Service 

NPS Non-point source 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

O&M Operations and Maintenance 

OoC Order of Conditions 

OSDS On-site disposal systems 

PAHs Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

Pb Lead 

PB Parsons Brinckerhoff 

PCBs Polychlorinated biphenols 

PHCs Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 

RCRA Resources Conservation Recovery Act 

RDA Request for Determination of Applicability 

ROW Restore Olmsted’s Waterway 

SCS Soils Conservation Service 

SOD Sediment Oxygen Demand 

SUN Symphony United Neighbors 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

TELP Toxic Characterization Leaching Procedure 

TKN Total Organic Nitrogen 


H:\Muddy\Public Meetings\2000-11 EN PUBLIC MEETING_handout.doc Page 13 


T™N Total Nitrogen 


Total P Total Phosphorus 

(EPH Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 

TSS Total Suspended Solids 

Umhos/cm Micro mhos per centimeter 

USACE or USACOE_ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 

VOCs Volatile Organic Compound 

VPH Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Public Information 
Meeting 
November 8, 2000 


Bruce Conklin, PE, CDM 


Public Information Meeting 
Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 

Water Quality, Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
Rehabilitation 
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OLMSTED PARK 


1996 FLOOD IMPACTS 


FORMER SEARS 
PARKING LOT 


CHARLESGATE 


| AREA 
\ 


Project Objectives 
Improve water 
quality 


Provide flood 
control 


Institute Best 
Management Practices 
(BMPs) in the Muddy 
River system 


OLMSTED PARK 


BACK BAY FENS 


Restore landscape 
and historic 
resources 


Enhance 
aquatic/riparian 
habitat 


PHASE | PROJECT AREA 


FORMER SEARS 
PARKING LOT 


a 
age 
CHARLESGATE eo 

AREA Same = 


Project Alternatives (1 of 3) 


m Provide flood control 


Daylighting 

Culvert Replacement 
Dredging 

Flood Protection 


Upstream Storage 


m@ Improve water quality 


— Dredging 


— Point Source Control 


— Flow Augmentation 


Project Alternatives (2 of 3) 


m@ Improve water quality (con’t) 


— Aeration 


— Harvesting of aquatic vegetation 


Enhance aquatic / riparian habitat 


— Same alternatives as water quality plus 


— Best Management Practices 


— Removal of invasive species 


Planting wetland and riparian vegetation 


Restore historic islands 


Project Alternatives (3 of 3) 


m Restore landscape and historic resources 


— Develop treatment plan to respect Emerald 
Necklace Master Plan, 1990 (“the 
continuum”) 


— Develop treatment plan to respect primary 
and secondary periods of significance of 
the Park 


m Institute Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
for stormwater management 
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TYPICAL HEALTHY ECOSYSTEM 
CROSS-SECTION 


[ove | a | 
posietige : eriod of 
Flood Zone | waina Ae ; aturation 

0 


a | 


TYPICAL HEALTHY OLMSTED “BEACH SECTION 


Plants Plant Type 


b 


Bordering ' 
Cand Under Water 
ietlane : [Permanent _| Period of Saturation 
= pason /—__—] Submergent 


Screening of Landscape and Historic 
Resource Alternatives 


Treatment Plan to respect Emerald Necklace Master Plan 
(“ The Continuum”) 


Treatment Plan to respect Primary/ 
Secondary periods of significance 


Fully Meets Objective 
Partially Meets Objective 
Addresses some elements of Objective 


Does not Address Objective 


Natural Channel daylight/culvert Enlargement/Charles Gate 
Dredge Only 


Engineered Channel daylight/culvert Eniargement/Partial Dredge PLAS abet elie 


Engineered Channel daylight/culvert Enlargement/Fully Dredge fai Pel Gan Beyer 
Foo Proofing of Prove ie aes loa fae 


Upstream Storage 


A Fully Meets Objective *Recommended alternative 
C) s~Partially Meets Objective 
ey Addresses some elements of Objective 


Does not Address Objective 


Alternative Dredging Methods 


Dredge in the dry 
Drag line dredging 


Gradall dredging 


Conventional hydraulic dredging 


Lf 
E 
mw Environmental clamshell bucket dredging 
a 
a 
g 


High solids hydraulic dredging (Toyo-type 
pump) 


Video clip of Hardy Pond dredging and 
dewatering 


Staging Areas for Hydraulic Dredging 


Charlesgate 

Agassiz Road 

Lagoon (Jersey Street) 
Fens at Louis Pasteur 
Netherlands Road 
Daisy Field 
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w Maintain existing drains 


gw Remove structure 


ws Construct new drain 
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Former Sears Lot 


Park Drive 
WATER LIME ALIGNMENT 
MOOF ED FROM HISTORIC] 
SHOREL DE 


3 
‘SOME ti 
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if 
” 
SITE A 
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aay 9uj)4oo8 


Ee 
Ee 
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“yee 

i 
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\. 


IMATE LOCATION 
JF WATER LIME TO MATCH 
ist SHORE LIME 


= Construct new open channel with water line location modified from historic shoreline 


Brookline Avenue at Sears (Landmark 
Center) 


Park Drive 


Ah So 
: Pd 
FF SPHONING DRAINS UNDER 
MEW CULVERT, CONNECT NEW 
See eS oe eeae 
2 2 DRAINS 
: Sgeeacnee ee a 
fg joan EXISTING DRA 
ah 


ie 


TO PROVIDE AN EMERGENCY 


Sey Seen LL, 
v' . xis TiNd 
RE 
a ~ | OVERFLOW IN SYSTEM DRAINS 

es _ 

ne 


WEW PRECAST CONCRETE STRUCTURE TO 
CONNECT EXISTING SimnSI” CONC. DRAIN 
AND 45° BRICK DRAW TO NEW CULVERT 


FOR SIPWONING EXISTING DRAWS UNDER 
WEW CULVERT 


Kline Ave 


\Broo 


xisting drain to serve as an overflow 
Riverway = Piug openings at gatehouse 


Ge oa cam | 
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Upstream of Fens Bridge 


Park Drive 


mw Abandon existing drains 


gw New channel with water line 
location same as historic shoreline i} 


Fens Bridge 


a Maintain existing 
arch culvert 


m= Dredge bottom of 
existing culvert 
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Charlesgate 


Chariesgate Dredging 


Sediment Characterization Summary 


Samples collected of the fill and native 
material at 128 locations 


Approximately 360 samples have been 
collected 


Samples were collected at 2-ft depth intervals, 
generally from 0 to 8 feet 


Sampling identified native strata under river 


Landfill Disposal Costs 


m In State 
— Unlined $50/ton (10 % of sediments) 
— Lined $60/ton (11 % of sediments) 
@ Out of State $110/ton (61 % of sediments) 
m RCRA $250/ton (18 % of sediments) 


Water Quality Summary 


Dissolved oxygen content has improved in 
recent years 


Fecal coliform isolated problems but overall 
much better 


Nitrogen and phosphorus are high in general 


Suspended solids are variable, but overall 
reduced from 1970’s 


Objectives of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) 


Minimize re-sedimentation rates*** 
Improve water quality 

Maintain project improvements 
Reduce runoff volume 


Contribute to attainment of 
Fishable/Swimmable goal for Charles River 


**Overriding Objective 


Sediment Loads Over Time 


(Year 1974) 


noth pres 2000) 
Capital ~ ae 
~ 


30% Improvement in Efficiency 


Projects 


™ (Year 2006) 
GOAL 


SEDIMENT LOADING RATE 
(CUBIC YARDS/YEAR) 


Naturally Occurring Sediment 


TIME FOR RESEDIMENTATION 
(YEARS) 
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Best Management Practices - Non 
Structural 


Upgrade catch basin cleaning / street 
sweeping program (All) 


Maintain restored banks, pathways and 
uplands (BPRD, Brookline) 


Correct “desire lines” (BPRD, Brookline) 
Local stormwater regulations (Brookline) 


Develop plan to enforce pooper scooper 
regulations (All) 


Best Management Practices - Non 
Structural (con’t) 


m™ Develop geese control plan (All) 
m Institute water quality monitoring program 
@ Improve leaf collection programs 


m Eliminate or modify mesh trash barrels 
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Best Management Practices - Structural 


m@ Wetland bioretention swale - Victory Gardens 
m@ Particle Separators 
m Stormceptor at Walnut Street 


m@ In-stream sedimentation basins 


RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE IMPROVEMENTS 


HYDRAULIC DREDGING 
STAGING AREAS 


CHARLESGATE 
AGASSIZ ROAD 


LAGOON CONSTRUCTION 
(JERSEY STREET) STAGING AREAS 


<} FENS ATLOUIS PASTEUR || ¢ FoRMER SEARS BACK BAY FENS | 


NETHERLAND's ROAD 


© FORMER MDC KELLY Dredging end invasive CHARLESGATE 
} DAISY FIELD RINK SITE Removal in Back Bay Fens Dredging AREA 
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Questions and Answers 


Recommended Project for EIR (1 of 4) 


@ Daylight former Sears Parking Lot and 
upstream of Fens Bridge with natural channel 
configuration following historic shoreline 
where possible. 


Fully dredge Muddy River primarily using 
hydraulic dredging method with a primary 
group of 6 staging areas. 


Replace culverts under Riverway, Brookline 
Avenue with arch culverts. 
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Recommended Project for EIR (con't 2 of 4) 


m Remove invasive species along entire length 
of project area primarily using mechanical 
means from the water. 


Plant wetland and riparian vegetation along 
banks where invasives are removed and along 
banks with no vegetation to stabilize banks 
and reduce erosion. 


Recommended Project for EIR (con't 3 of 4) 


w Restore historic islands to increase wildlife 
habitat and reclaim the Olmsted historic 
landscape. 


Provide sandy gravel bottom in selected river / 
pond areas to encourage fish spawning. 


Restore Babbling Brook downstream of 
Willow Pond by modifying current outlet and 
refurbishing bed upstream of Willow Pond. 


Rehabilitate bank areas along the project area 
to restore historic shorelines where possible. 
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Recommended Project for EIR (con't 4 of 4) 


m Rehabilitate the project area in accordance 
with the 1990 Emerald Necklace Master Plan 
(“the continuum”). 


m@ Institute Best Management Practices (BPMs) 
for stormwater management. 
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November 8, 2000 Public Information Meeting 


Meeting Summary 


----to be added when issued---- 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 4, 2000 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule; Other Information 


Schedule of Upcoming Meetings 
Mon. | 23-Oct-2000 Alternatives Evaluation Egan Center, NU 


Alternatives Evaluation, 
ep Getez00 Part 2: BMP Alternatives Analysis Peaeenict, NU 


/-- | Wed. | 08-Nov-2000 Public Meeting Egan Center, NU 


13 | Wed. | 15-Nov-2000 Mitigation & Costs Faculty Center, NU 


25-Jan-2001 | 6 PM | EIR/EA Presentation Egan Center, NU 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Enclosures: 
1. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 19, 2000 
2. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of September 28, 2000. 


Please review the 2 meeting summaries. Submit written comments within 7 calendar 
days John Burckardt by fax(617-635-325 6) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) 

The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments 
will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


3. Glossary of Terms —Definitions for September 28, 2000 CAC Meeting 
Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


4. Revised List of Abbreviations Please place in Tab #5 of the CAC Workbook 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Forsyth Path 


Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


€ Green Line 
& Orange Line 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. i 


From the Orange Line: 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Il. 


If. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Faculty Club, Northeastern University 
Kerr Hall — 96 The Fenway 


Wednesday, November 15, 2000 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Schedule Update & CAC Comment Process 


John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Project Update 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Presentation: Mitigation Measures 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
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6:00 - 6:20 


6:20 - 6:50 


6:50 — 7:00 


7:00 — 7:45 


7:45 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-13 Nov 15, 2000\CAC_Agenda_Nov15_2000.doc 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Mitigation 
November 15, 2000 


Bruce Conklin P.E., CDM 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 

Water Quality, Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
Preservation 


Page 1 


Mitigation 


= Why mitigate project impacts 


= Mitigate by reducing or avoiding impacts 


= Mitigate by compensating impacts 


= Cost of mitigation 


Mitigation of Project Impacts (1 of 5) 


General preiect imsacts 


1 Upland disturbance during construction 


2 Loss of Bordering Vegetative Wetlands 


3 Loss of habitat 


4 Re-sedimentation oi river areas basins 


5 Potential harm / damage to historic features 
along waterway 


Employ hydraulic dredging and removal of 
invasives frorn water as much as possible 
and replant those areas disturbed 


Replacement of BVW with no loss of BVW 
due to construction 


Replanting of wetland and riparian 
vegetation for net increase in bio diversity 
and function and value of the habitat 


BMPs including in-stream sedimentation 
controls 


Restoration of Fens Bridge upstream 
headwall, construction of culvert 
replacements in the style of historic 
structures, protection of historic features 


Page 2 


Construction impacts 
1 Truck parking during sediment and 


removal 


2 Traffic impacts 


3 Turbidity during dredging 
(protection of anadromous fish) 


Construction impacts (coniinued) 


4 Potential loss of fish 


_ Mitigation of Project Impacts (2 of 5) 


Use off site private parking and use of 
construction staging areas for truck 
mobilization 


Modification of traffic light timing to 
improve flow, limit hours of construction 
during major events in Fenway area, 
provide construction coordinator as liaison 
for area institutions, contractor to provide 
traffic management plans for construction 
activities, define trucking routes, off site 
parking for construction crews 


Silt curtains, filtering of dewatering 
effluent, water quality monitoring during 
construction and establish effluent limits 


tigation of Project Impacts (3 of 5) 


Restock fish at the end of construction 


5 General environmental construction impacts Provide environmental compliance 


6 Disturbance of park areas and property 
during construction 


7 Air quality during construction 


8 Flooding control during construction 


inspector 


Replacement in kind of all areas disturbed 
and maintained for period of 1 year 


Use of natural gas generators during 
construction or investigate use of electric 
power where feasible 


Maintenance of a flow channel and 
addition of temporary pumping facilities, 
develop a contractors storm response 
plan 
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Mitigation of Project Impacts (4 of 5) 


Construction impacts (continued) 


Use of dust control measures si:ch as 
calcium chlorite, frequent street sweeping, 
wheel washes 


10 Loss of parking Minimal effects anticipated, no 
replacement at this time 


11 Loss of pedestrian access Construction and maintenance of 
temporary pedestrian access in areas 
where feasible 


12 Public safety at staging areas Construction of temporary fencing with 
locked gates 


13 Noise Specification of noise limits and use of 
periodic noise monitoring devices 


Mitigation of Project Impacts (5 of 5) 


| .~onstructicn i. Gacts (continues) _ 


14 Potential damage / loss of trees Pre trim trees prior to construction and 
provide protective fencing around 
important trees during construction, tree 
removal only with the agreement of 
landscape architect and proponents, cash 
penalty for damages 


15 Odors Cover dewatering equipment if necessary, 
maintain control foam on site 


16 Visual Include wind curtains on staging area 
fencing © 
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Institutionalizing Mitigation 
Measures 


= Long term management / maintenance plans 
= Construction documents 


= Permits 


Long Term Maintenance / 
Management Plans 


= Monitoring and Maintenance Plan 
= Stormwater BMP Plan 
= MEPA Annual Update 
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Pen 


ronmental Mitigation p/s 


Management & Best Management 
Maintenance Pian ~ Practices Plan. 
MEPA Annual Update 


Construction Documents 


m= Dredge materiais management plan 
— Siltation and turbidity control 
—- Water quality monitoring 

™ Specifications 


a Traffic management plan 
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Environmental Permits 


Conservation Commission Orders of 
Conditions 


MGL Ch. 91 Conditions 
Water Quality Certification 
Department of the Army Permit 


Construction Best Management Practices 
Inspection for S/DPPP 


Historic / Preservation Permits 


Environmental Compliance 
Monitoring 


Project Proponent Funded Position 


Best Management Practices Inspection 
Program for Stormwater / Drainage Pollution 
Prevention Program 


Air Quality / Dust Control 
Noise Control 

Pedestrian Access 
Rodent Control 
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Environmental Compliance Coordinator 


| 


Contractor BCC BCC 


MEPA Annual Update 
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Questions and Answers 


Page 9 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — November 15, 2000 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


Vv 


I 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Schedule Update and CAC Comment Process 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Project Update 


Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Presentation: Mitigation Measures 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc 
Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting. There were no CAC member follow-up comments from 
the last meeting received or other general remarks. 


il 


Schedule Update and CAC Comment Process 


John Burckardt informed the CAC that the November 8 public information meeting was a 
success. Attendance at the meeting was good and support for the project is strong among those 
who attended the meeting. 


CAC Meeting Summary - November 15, 2000 
Page 2 


Mr. Burckardt informed the CAC that a meeting to present the detailed cost information on the 
project is scheduled for December 4, the location will be determined. [Note: December 4 
meeting was cancelled shortly thereafter and rescheduled for January 25, 2001.] 


Mr. Burckardt summarized the CAC’s review and comment process on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. He explained that the CAC will have 60 days upon receipt of 
the document to review it and provide written comments to the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs. 


Ms. Jeghelian then reviewed some options that CAC may utilize in coordinating and 
developing their comments. Specifically, Ms. Jeghelian asked the CAC the following: 


1. Would the CAC like to schedule additional meetings after the DEIR is presented to 
develop its comments? 


2. Ifso, how many meetings and how often would the CAC like to meet during the 60- 
day comment period? (The goal is to set up a schedule of dates/times at the 12/4 CAC 
meeting.) 

3. How would the CAC like to review the DEIR and develop its comments? (¢.g., past 
CAC's have reviewed different DEIR chapters at each meetings; the CAC can 
comment on CAC process as well as comment on the adequacy of the DEIR) 


4. How would the CAC like to draft its comments? (e.g., as a group, through 
individual(s), through MODR or proponent note-takers) 


Ms. Jeghelian asked the CAC to consider these and other options and to report back to John 
Burckardt on how they want to proceed. 


Discussion among CAC members followed. The CAC members present at the 11/15 meeting 
tentatively agreed to the following for consideration at a subsequent meeting: 


- The CAC will schedule a few meetings to review DEIR together (meeting time 6-8:30 
PM weekday evenings; maybe a weekend 1/2-day meeting, if helpful). 


- The goal will be for the CAC to draft a comment letter that reflects the consensus 
comments of the CAC. 


- The CAC Meetings will be open to the public but the public will not participate in 
developing CAC comments or CAC decision-making. (This arrangement is 
acceptable to MEPA, since the comment letter is to be the CAC's and the public has a 
comment period after the DEIR is filed.) 


- The CAC will consider the option of submitting its comments within 30 days so that 
its comment letter can become part of the DEIR that is circulated to the general public. 


- The CAC will designate subgroups for the purpose of writing up comments agreed 
to/developed by the group as a whole. 


- The CAC will review and edit draft comments together (perhaps using a laptop 
computer with a projector). 
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It was noted that during the public review of the DEIR, CAC members would also have the 
opportunity to submit their own individual comments and/or to submit comments through the 
association or entity that they may represent. 


CAC members asked that setting a schedule for document review meetings should be deferred 
to the next CAC meeting when the project team will better know when the final Draft 
Environmental Impact Report will be distributed to them. CAC members asked the Boston 
Parks Department to propose CAC document review meeting dates. 


Some CAC members asked for a memorandum to the CAC that details the document review 
and comment development process. (This draft outline was mailed to the CAC on November 
15, 2000). 


lil Project Update = 

Mr. Conklin prefaced the project update by explaining that during the month of October much 
of the project team’s focus involved the preparations for the two CAC meetings and the public 
information meeting held on November 8. 


Over the past month, progress was made on the following: 


- The BMP section of the document has been updated and improved. Input provided by the 
CAC at the October 30 meeting has been incorporated into this section of the document. 


- The alternatives analysis has been completed. 


— The construction cost estimate has been prepared and is under review by the Boston Parks 
Department, Town of Brookline and other participating agencies. 


~ The project team is busy writing the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


- The project team had a successful site walk meeting with the Pre-Application Review 
Committee (PRC) on October 20, 2000. 


IV Presentation: Mitigation Measures 
A copy of the presentation made by the CDM consultant team is included as Attachment 2. 


Mr. Conklin began by stating that the presentation will be an overview of some specific 
mitigation measures that will be implemented to lessen the environmental impacts of the 
project. Mr. Conklin added that there are numerous other mitigation measures that will be 
incorporated into the project but are not a part of this presentation. dn 


Mr. Conklin pointed out that the name of the project has been slightly modified to better 
qualify the project for certain sources of federal funding. “... Habitat Enhancement and 
Historic Rehabilitation” has been modified to “... Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
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Preservation”. Although the presentation at the meeting did not reflect this change, the title 
modification is reflected in Attachment 2. 


Mr. Conklin added that the project as a whole is a mitigation measure, i.e. mitigating flooding, 
to a certain degree but nevertheless the project team has to mitigate the impacts of the 
improvement measures. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 
How will valuable shrubs and other plantings be protected? 


Mr. Conklin responded stating that trees will be protected but the protection of specific shrubs 
has not been addressed. Shrubs and other plantings will be protected to the maximum extent 
possible. 


Please explain and give an example of in-stream sediment controls? 


An in-stream sedimentation control would be a section of the river dredged slightly deeper 
than the original channel depth. This additional dredging would create a sedimentation area 
located downstream of major outfalls in the river to collect sediments in a localized area for 
future removal. 


How is re-sedimentation of the river, after it has been dredged, an impact? 


Mr. Conklin explained that the river will be dredged in a way to lessen the impact of re- 
sedimentation. Although the BMP measures that will be implemented are for the purpose of 
minimizing re-sedimentation, some re-sedimentation will still occur. Dredging will likely be 
much deeper in the center of the river, with a 4-to-1 slope to the bank edge. These deeper 
areas will collect some of the re-sedimentation, and in doing so, will lessen the impact of the 
re-sedimentation on the shallower portions of the river. 


How will historic areas that are impacted be re-created? 


Mr. Conklin stated that all disturbed areas will be restored. At the Fens Bridge the headwall 
on the upstream side will be restored. Culvert headwalls will be treated in a manner reflecting 
the style of the original Olmsted design. 


Some elements are not part of the current project. Fran Beatty noted that the restoration of the 
Evans Way Bridgeis in the 1990 Master Plan but are not part of this project. The focus of this 
project is the river. 


A CAC member commented that the re-creation of the historic beach areas is a mitigation 
measure. 


Mr. Conklin said the re-creation of historic beaches will be included as previously described. 
He added that historic beach re-creation will be added to the list of the project mitigation 
measures. 
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Several CAC members expressed concern that slide 3, general project impacts, is confusing. 


Mr. Conklin responded stating that the purpose of the slide is to show that the project itself 
will be mitigation for the effects of neglect over the years. Mr. Conklin added that the table is 
not clear and it will be revised. 


In the Draft Environmental Impact Report, does the CDM team need to demonstrate how the 
project conforms to other plans such as the 1990 Master Plan? 


The DEIR will include the Emerald Necklace Master Plan as an appendix. The DEIR will also 
contain plans showing replacement and mitigation planting. The design of this planting will be 
based on the Master Plan. 


A CAC member commented that the waterway itself is a historic feature. 


Mr. Conklin said that the CDM team is trying to set an overall historic tone and framework to 
the project. Paul Demit, from CDM, added that with respect to the waterway itself, they are 
focusing on meeting state water quality regulations and Orders of Conditions that will be 
promulgated by the Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions. 


A CAC member followed up with the comment that all the land surrounding the water is under 
jurisdiction of historic regulatory agencies. Thus, to do any work in the water that requires 
access from land, that work will be under jurisdiction of the historic regulatory agencies. 


A CAC member asked about site runoff, fixing desire lines, erosion and runoff during 
construction. Other CAC members commented that mitigating these impacts is critically 
important. 


Mr. Conklin said the Boston and Brookline Conservation Commissions will provide specific 
direction. The Orders of Conditions will specify mitigation measures to address these issues. 
The Conservation Commissions will closely review and scrutinize CDM’s proposed mitigation 
measures for these impacts. 


If, in the process of controlling runoff during construction, basins are constructed and there is 
disturbance to the landscape, will the disturbed landscape be restored to what it once was 
historically? 


Mr. Conklin responded that disturbed areas will be restored to their current uses.. The Fens 
Bridge is the one area that is the exception, where historic restoration is proposed. 


(Note that all restoration of disturbed areas will be in accordance with the Emerald Necklace 
Master Plan. Along the riverbanks, plantings and open turfed banks will be in accordance with 
the Master Plan and the historic treatments described therein. At the Daisy Field staging area, 
the ball field will be restored, instead of the open meadow of Olmsted’s original design. 
However, this ball field restoration — including the relocation of the backstop and infield — will 
be in accordance with the Master Plan.) 
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Mr. Conklin also explained the stormwater runoff controls in detail, what will be detailed in 
the contract specifications, and the contractor’s requirement to meet the specification for 
stormwater runoff control. 


A CAC member asked if detention or sedimentation basins will be created along the banks of 
the river for the construction period. 


Mr. Conklin stated that given the historic nature of the river, it will not be possible to construct 
these types of basins along the banks of the river. 


How will oversight of the contractor and enforcement of the contract specifications be 
handled? 


Mr. Conklin said this will be addressed later in the meeting. 
Will silt curtains be used to control turbidity during the dredging process? 


Mr. Conklin responded that silt curtains will be utilized. He added that a serpentine 
mechanism will be used to extent curtains from bank to bank without impeding flow of the 
river. . 


Will bordering vegetated wetland (BVW) areas be disturbed? 
Mr. Conklin responded that BVW will be disturbed and replaced with no net loss. 


Several CAC members discussed maintenance and upkeep of the proposed improvements, 
specifically guarantees or warranties of improvements such as the BVW and plantings. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the contractor will have to guarantee the improvements, as 
required by the specification. The standard warranty period is one year. Ifa longer warranty 
period is prescribed then the Parks Department will see higher bid prices on the construction 
contract. Beyond the warranty period, Mr. Conklin recommended that a separate maintenance 
contract be considered. 


Fran Beatty responded that she is concerned about multiple contractors and asked the CDM 
team to consider adding more maintenance requirements to the contract specification and 
determine the cost of the maintenance activities. 


Some CAC members suggested a 2-year warranty period for the contractor? 


Mr. Conklin said there is no problem with a multi-year warranty period but added that the 
financial incentive for the contractor to honor the warranty is small. By law, the Parks 
Department could only hold a smal! percentage of the contract in retainage until the warranty 
period expires. Mr. Conklin added that in some cases the contractors default on the warre 
and forfeit the retainage because it is a cost effective for the contra-tor to do so. 


However, based co» the suggestion from the CAC, CDM will include a 2-year warranty p 
for planting. 
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A CAC member asked why under “Mitigation of Project Impacts”, potential damage/loss of 
trees is listed as #14 and not hire on the list? A certified arborist should also be required on 
site to determine the amount of pre-trimming and cabling required. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the requirement to provide a certified arborist will be added to the 
contract specification. 


A CAC member commented that damage to trees is often latent and not manifest until several 
years later. What actions will be instituted to ensure that in these cases the contractor, or 
some entity, will be required to replace or restore a tree that experiences significant impact 
due to the construction? 


In addition, as the first priority, construction activity should avoid trees. Chain link fencing 
should be used to protect trees and work activity in close proximity to trees should only take 
place if it cannot be avoided. 


Several CAC members commented on the scope of the MEPA Annual Update, which was 
distributed at the CAC meeting and is included as Attachment 3. These CAC members 
emphasized the importance of documenting the cost of labor, equipment and other resources 
that will be needed to develop and implement the maintenance plans. The respective agencies 
or departments in Boston and Brookline have to dedicate annual funding for the maintenance 


program. 
A CAC member asked about responses to the written comments on the ENF? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the Draft Environmental Impact Report will include a section on 
responses to all comments provided on the ENF. 


What public relations activities will occur during the construction phase of the project? 


Mr. Conklin responded that public relations activities have been considered. Elements of the 
public relations effort could include interpretive signage on-site, project fact sheets and 
updates, public meetings, and the like. 


When the staging areas are being restored, will they be restored to the existing grading, or, if 
historical grading plans are available, will they be restored to the historical plans to the extent 
that it follows the 1990 Master Plan? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the staging areas will be restored to the existing grading, except in 
areas of daylighting. (This approach is consistent with the Master Plan, which retains the 
existing grading at the Charlesgate, Agassiz, Lagoon, Netherlands Road, and Daisy Field 
staging areas. Where daylighting is proposed — former Sears lot and upstream of Fens Bridge 
— grading will follow the original Olmsted grading plans, with one small exception in the 
former Sears lot.) | 
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Summing up the question and answer period, CAC members requested the following 
additional mitigation measures be considered. 


Additional Mitigation Measures to be considered: » 
1. Transplant elderberry shrubs at Rose Garden 


2. “Beach” areas 

3. Procure a maintenance contractor to insure maintenance of improvements post 
construction. 

4, Delineate contractor corridor on site that keeps contractor away from trees and other 
resources to the extent possible. 

5. Place protection of trees higher up on mitigation table. 

6. Response to comment letter on ENF regarding turtles’ food source in the sediments. 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
There were no additional questions or comments provided. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the CAC was scheduled for December 4, 2000 and will focus on a 
presentation on the project costs. This meeting was subsequently postponed until January 25, 
2001 to allow the project proponent further time to review and analyze the construction cost 
estimate. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - CDM Consultant Team Presentation, 
Attachment 3 — Outline of MEPA Annual Update 
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Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
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Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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ATrAcH MENT CO. 


Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Mitigation 
November 15, 2000 


Bruce Conklin P.E., CDM 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee Presentation 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 

Water Quality, Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
Rehabilitation 
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Mitigation 


m Why mitigate project impacts 


m Mitigate by reducing or avoiding impacts 


# Mitigate by compensating impacts 


Cost of mitigation 


Mitigation of Project Impacts (1 of 5) 


IMPACTS 


MITIGATION 


General project impacts 


1 Upland disturbance during construction 


2 Loss of Bordering Vegetative Wetlands 


3 Loss of habitat 


4 Re-sedimentation of river areas basins 


5 Potential harm / damage to historic features 
along waterway 


Employ hydraulic dredging and removal of 
invasives from water as much as possible 
and replant those areas disturbed 


Replacement of BVW with no loss of BVW 
due to construction 


Replanting of wetland and riparian 
vegetation for net increase in bio diversity 
and function and value of the habitat 


BMPs including in-stream sedimentation 
controls 


Restoration of Fens Bridge upstream 
headwall, construction of culvert 
replacements in the style of historic 
structures, protection of historic features 
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Mitigation of Project Impacts (2 of 5) 


IMPACTS 


Construction impacts 


4 Truck parking during sediment and 
removal 


2 Traffic impacts 


3 Turbidity during dredging 
(protection of anadromous fish) 


MITIGATION 


Use off site private parking and use of 
construction staging areas for truck 
mobilization 


Modification of traffic light timing to 
improve flow, limit hours of construction 
during major events in Fenway area, 
provide construction coordinator as liaison 
for area institutions, contractor to provide 
traffic management plans for construction 
activities, define trucking routes, off site 
parking for construction crews 


Silt curtains, filtering of dewatering 
effluent, water quality monitoring during 
construction and establish effluent limits 


Mitigation of Project Impacts (3 of 5) 


IMPACTS 
Construction impacts (continued) 


4 Potential loss of fish 


MITIGATION 


Restock fish at the end of construction 


5 General environmental construction impacts Provide environmental compliance 


6 Disturbance of park areas and property 
during construction 


7 Air quality during construction 


8 Flooding control during construction 


inspector 


Replacement in kind of all areas disturbed 
and maintained for period of 1 year 


Use of natural gas generators during 
construction or investigate use of electric 
power where feasible 


Maintenance of a flow channel and 
addition of temporary pumping facilities, 
develop a contractors storm response 
plan 
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Mitigation of Project Impacts (4 of 5) 


IMPACTS MITIGATION 


Construction impacts (continued) 


Use of dust control measures such as 
calcium chlorite, frequent street sweeping, 
wheel washes 


10 Loss of parking Minimal effects anticipated, no 
replacement at this time 


11 Loss of pedestrian access Construction and maintenance of 
temporary pedestrian access in areas 
where feasible 


12 Public safety at staging areas Construction of temporary fencing with 
locked gates 


13 Noise Specification of noise limits and use of 
periodic noise monitoring devices 


Mitigation of Project Impacts (5 of 5) 


IMPACTS MITIGATION 
Construction impacts (continued) 


14 Potential damage / loss of trees Pre trim trees prior to construction and 
provide protective fencing around 
Important trees during construction, tree 
removal only with the agreement of 
landscape architect and proponents, cash 
penalty for damages 


15 Odors Cover dewatering equipment If necessary, 
maintain control foam on site 


16 Visual Include wind curtains on staging area 
fencing 
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Institutionalizing Mitigation 
Measures 


m= Long term management / maintenance plans 
= Construction documents 


= Permits 


Long Term Maintenance / 
Management Plans 


mw Monitoring and Maintenance Plan 
= Stormwater BMP Plan 
m= MEPA Annual Update 
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Construction Documents 


m™ Dredge materials management plan 
U Siltation and turbidity control 
U Water quality monitoring 

m Specifications 


m Traffic management plan 


Environmental Permits 


Conservation Commission Orders of 
Conditions 


MGL Ch. 91 Conditions 
Water Quality Certification 
Department of the Army Permit 


Construction Best Management Practices 
Inspection for S/DPPP 
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Environmental Compliance 
Monitoring 


m™ Project Proponent Funded Position 


Best Management Practices Inspection 
Program for Stormwater / Drainage Pollution 
Prevention Program 


Air Quality / Dust Control 
Noise Control 
Pedestrian Access 
Rodent Control 


MEPA Annual Update 
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Questions and Answers 
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TAC H > 
CORTELL Arrackment 3 


SCOPE OF THE MEPA ANNUAL UPDATE 


/_ 


1.0 General 
e Project Description 


e Provide a list and description of work and its Project Phase that was accomplished in 
the previous year under each of the Project Objectives. Also include deferred work. 


-Flood control 

-Water quality improvement 
-Habitat enhancement 
-Historic rehabilitation 


e Provide a list and description of work and its Project Phase that is to be conducted in 
the following year including deferred work for each of the Project Objectives. 


-Flood control 

-Water quality improvement 
-Habitat enhancement 
-Historic rehabilitation 


2.0 Environmental Mitigation Plan - 


e Describe the environmental impacts that are anticipated in the following year’s work 
for each of the Project Objectives. 


-Flood control 

-Water quality improvement 
-Habitat enhancement 
-Historic rehabilitation 


e Provide a description of the success of the Environmental Mitigation Program and 
how it is or is not meeting the Project Objectives. 


e Describe any modifications to the Environmental Mitigation Plan that would make it 
work better. 


3.0 Management and Maintenance Plan 


e Describe any changes that have taken place to the Emerald Necklace management 
structure over the past year. 


e Provide a tabular summary of the effectiveness and success of the growth of trees 
shrubs and wetland plantings. 


Preliminary 
11-14-00 


CORTELL 


e Has there been any observed decrease or increase in fish and wildlife usage of the 
Project area? 


e Describe the success of the Management and Maintenance Plan in controlling the re- 
establishment of invasive vegetation. 


e Where there was a lack of success (<80%), describe the reasons and propose 
modifications intended to address this shortfall. 


e Candidly describe any short-comings and recommendations for the Management and 
Maintenance Plan. 


4.0 Best Management Practices Plan 


e List all BMP stormwater activities that have taken place during the previous year as 
well as those which were deferred. 


e List all BMP activities that are planned for the following year. 


e Provide an accounting of sand that was applied to roadways the previous year and 
sand that was picked up through street sweeping and catch basin cleaning. 


e Also include the volume (weight) of sand that was removed from each of the grit 
separator type devices in the watershed. 


e Have there been any problems with BMP enforcement over the previous year and 
what are the corrective actions? 


5.0 Environmental Permits and Approvals 


e Provide a working list of all environmental permits and approvals that are required to 
implement to following year’s activities. 


e Describe any amendments to, or additional permits and approvals that are needed to 
implement the following year’s work. 


6.0 Funding and Schedule 


e Describe the funding status and implementation schedule for the following year’s 
work. 


Preliminary 
11-14-00 


CORTELL 


7.0 Response to Agency and Public Comments 


e Provide a summary of responses to public comments that were received on the 
previous public document and a summary of public outreach efforts during the 
previous year. 


Preliminary 
11-14-00 
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December 2, 2000 
Public Information Meeting 
Fenway Garden Society 


----Repeated November 8, 2000 Presentation---- 
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PO Box 230038, Astor Station, Boston, MA 02123 Phone: 617.267.6650 


Ms. Fran Beatty 

Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks and Recreation Dept. 

1010 Massachusetts Ave., 3™ Floor 
Boston, MA 02118 


Dear Fran, 


On behalf of the Fenway Garden Society I want to thank you and Bruce 
Conklin for coming to our general meeting on December 2, 2000 to give us that 
wonderful presentation on the Muddy River restoration project, especially at 
10:00 a.m. on such a cold wintry morning. 


As you know, over the years, many ideas have been bandied about as to 
how best address the deterioration of the river and particularly the phragmites that 
abut the gardens. The presentation gave everyone a more comprehensive 
understanding of the problems and needed solutions that will be addressed in the 
restoration. 


You have no idea how pleased everyone was. Some of the most skeptical 
gardeners came to me and expressed their delight and gratitude. We had a very 
good turnout, over 45 people, which I believe is a sign of everyone’s interest in 
the subject.. 


Thank you once again, 


Sincerely, 


Mon Be 


Marian Sabal / Ja sfo7 


(former) President 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 17, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule; Other Information 


Schedule of Upcoming Meeting 


14 25-Jan-2001 | 6 PM 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


Location | 


“* Overview of Historic Preservation 
Components of Project; 

«“* Cost Estimate; 

“* Discussion of CAC Review of Draft 
EIR; 

“* Dates for Upcoming CAC Meetings 


Egan Center, 
NU | 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Forsyth Path 


COOLS 


ry 
+5 


ey 
| Columbus Ave. Lot 


\ Pay Parking Availa 


0 
ee EZ Camden St 
1% }? <« ° 

S oe 


ae \ <o\ ry , 
aot 61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


ke 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 
Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 
Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. ( 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Il. 


Il. 


Ls 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Thursday, January 25, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, PE, Project Manager 


Fran Beatty, ALSA, Senior Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


Project Update — Consultant’s Report 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Presentation: Overview of Project Elements and Construction Cost 


Estimate 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Marion Pressley, FALSA, President 


Pressley Associates, Inc. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Meeting Schedule Update & CAC Comment Process 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:20 


6:20 — 6:30 


6:30 —7:10 


~ 7:10-8:10 


8:10 —8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


C:\WINNTProfiles\TRAHAN\T emporary Intemet Files'OLK1D\CAC_Agenda_Jan 25_20011.doc 
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Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 
Muddy River 
Restoration Project 


Overview of Project 
Elements and 
Construction Cost 
Estimate 

January 25, 2001 

Bruce Conklin PE, CDM 
Marion Pressley, FALSA 


Overview of Project Elements and 
Construction Cost Estimate 


Emerald Necklace Environmental Master Plan 
and Phase 1 Muddy River Flood Control, 

Water Quality, Habitat Enhancement and Historic 
Preservation 


Project Objectives 


Improve water 
quality 
Provide flood 
control 


Institute Best 
Management Practices 
(BMPs) in the Muddy 
River system 


Estimate Project Cost 


Charlesgate 


Back Bay Fens 

Riverway 

Leverett Pond 

Willow Pond 

Ward’s Pond 

Engineering 

Structural BMPs 

Charlesgate Surface Redesign 
& Reconstruction 

Program Management Costs 

Total 


Restore landscape 
and historic 
resources 


Enhance 
aquatic/riparian 
habitat 


$ 1,915,000 
47,033,000 
9,048,000 
6,126,000 
2,097,000 
3,904,000 
8,900,000 
11,255,000 

525,000 


800,000 
$91,603,000 
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g New channel with water line 
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FE SPHONINO DRAINS UNDER 
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Pork Drive 
WATER LINE ALIGNMENT 
MODFIED FROM HISTOR! 
SHORELINE. 
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Riverway Culvert 


= Maintain existing drains 
m Remove structure 


= Construct new drain 


Headwall — Single Opening 
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Wards Pond 


Additional Cost Information 


= Cost information provided to delegation 
= Cost table from report 
= Independent review of cost estimate 


Questions and Answers 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — January 25, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 
Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
I Schedule Update and CAC Comment Process 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Ww Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 
IV Presentation: Overview of the Project Elements and Construction 
Cost Estimate 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc 
Marion Pressley, F.A.S.L.A., President 
Pressley Associates, Inc. 
Q&A/Discussion with CAC 
Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting and reviewed the agenda. 


CAC Meeting Summary — January 25, 2001 
Page 2 
John Burckardt reported that three CAC members, Richard Heath, Ed Cutler and Hugh 
Mattison, provided comments since the November 15, 2000 meeting. 


Fran Beatty responded to Mr. Heath’s letter concerning the cancellation of the December 4, 
2000 CAC meeting on project costs. Ms. Beatty stated that the December 4th meeting was 
postponed because the Parks Department and Parsons Brinckerhoff, project manager for the 
Parks Department, were conducting a detailed review and assessment of CDM’s project cost 
estimate. Ms. Beatty added that the Parks Department, in coordination with the Town of 
Brookline and the Commonwealth, wanted to first make sure that the CDM cost estimate was 
thorough and accurate before it was presented to the public. 


Ms. Beatty concluded that after a detailed review of the CDM cost estimate, the Parks 
Department, Town of Brookline and the Commonwealth agree that the cost estimate prepared 
by CDM is thorough and accurate. 


Project Funding Strategy 

Ms. Beatty provided a summary of the funding strategy that is being implemented in 
cooperation with the Congressional delegation, Commonwealth, City of Boston and Town of 
Brookline. Ms. Beatty emphasized that all parties are looking for larger sources of funding. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) is the most likely source of federal funds and 
the Congressional delegation has been working closely with the New England District of the 


Army Corps. 


Ms. Beatty added that the search for the necessary funding has brought all interested and 
applicable parties to the negotiating table and there is consensus on the project elements as 
they have been presented to the CAC and will be further described in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. 


Ms. Beatty briefly described the process that the USACOE is engaged in and the Decision 
Document that they will produce that will help more clearly define the magnitude and scope of 
federal involvement in the project. | 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) Project Involvement 

Ms. Beatty then introduced Richard Heidebrecht, Project Director, from the New England 
District of the USACOE. Mr. Heidebrecht then summarized the work that the USACOE is 
currently doing related to the Muddy River project. 


Mr. Heidebrecht stated that the USACOE has meet with CDM to determine what information 
gathered by CDM the Corps could use in completing the Decision Document can use. Mr. 
Heidebrecht emphasized that the Corps can only get involved in a project for flood control or 
ecosystem restoration. 


O&A/Discussion with CAC 
A CAC member noted that the Corps of Engineers has a clear and somewhat narrow mandate 
yet the Muddy River project has many other, broader project elements. Will there be a 
collaborative funding effort that involves other federal or state agencies as well? 


Fran Beatty responded stating that all parties are coordinating their efforts and are committed 
to obtaining all available financial assistance. Ms. Beatty emphasized that determining the 
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extent of the Corps involvement in the project is the first step. Ifa funding gap exists beyond 
what the Corps is able to do, then funding from alternative sources will be sought. 


Mr. Heidebrecht added that the Corps cannot participate in elements of the project associated 
with recreation or local drainage infrastructure. 


Is the Corps of Engineers subject to the historic regulations? 


Mr. Heidebrecht responded that the Corps is subject to all applicable federal and state 
regulations such as the federal Section 106 regulations regarding historic preservation. Mr. 
Heidebrecht added that some of the restoration limits that have been defined for the Muddy 
River project are likely beyond the limits in which the Corps can participate. 


To what degree does percentage of involvement define the Corps’s level of involvement in the 
project? 


Mr. Heidebrecht stated that normally the Corps manages the entire project. He said the Corps’ 
level of involvement and role on the Muddy River project lias not been determined, and it will 
not be determined until the Decision Document is completed. Mr. Heidebrecht added the cost 
sharing is 65% federal and 35% non-federal. However, internally within the New England 
District, Heidebrecht said that if the Corps participates and manages the project, they may use 
100% of federal funds to complete the design. 


Mr. Heidebrecht said the budget for the Decision Document is $500,000. 


Will the Decision Document impact the Charlesgate phase of the project? 


Mr. Heidebrecht stated he does not know what the impact of the Decision Document will be on 
the Charlesgate phase of the project. He said the Corps will discuss this with the City and 
CDM. Mr. Heidebrecht said that while it may be advantageous for the City and Town of 
Brookline to move ahead with.the Charlesgate piece, it is critical that the Charlesgate work not 
be considered a separate project from the Muddy River Restoration Project. If the Charlesgate 
work is considered a separate project and those improvements are considered to be “existing 
conditions” then there is less justification for the Muddy River improvements upstream. 
However, as long as Charlesgate remains a part of the total project, this will not be an issue. 


II Schedule Update and CAC Comment Process 
This agenda item was addressed at the end of the meeting after comments and questions from 
the general public. (see below) 


Ill Project Update 

Bruce Conklin stated during the last month CDM was working on developing the detailed cost 
estimate and drafting the draft environmental impact report (DEIR). Mr. Conklin added that 
the review draft of the DEIR is under review with the client group (City of Boston, Town of 
Brookline and applicable state agencies). Mr. Conklin stated that once comments are received 
and incorporated, the CAC will get a revised draft of the DEIR for their review and comment. 


CAC Meeting Summary — January 25, 2007 
Page 4 


How long will the CAC have to review and comment on the DEIR? 


Ms. Beatty stated that the CAC will be given as much time as it needs or wants to review and 
comment on the DEIR. 


IV Presentation: Overview of the Project Elements and Construction Cost 


Estimate 
A copy of the presentation made by the CDM consultant team is included as Attachment 2. 


Mr. Conklin began by stating that the presentation is an overview of the detailed project cost 
estimate that has been developed for the DEIR. Mr. Conklin added that the cost estimate 
developed is credible, has undergone detailed review and scrutiny, and is an accurate estimate 
of the project costs. Mr. Conklin also distributed three items to the CAC: 

e the detailed cost summary that was presented to the Massachusetts Congressional 
delegation, 
e the Parsons Brinckerhoff review of the cost estimate, and 


a Table 5-2 which is the detailed cost breakdown. 


Mr. Conklin acknowledged that some of the project elements may go beyond what the Corps 
can participate in under its mandates (unless otherwise directed by Congress). However, as a 
whole, the project elements satisfy several of the project objectives and they are all inter- 
related. Mr. Conklin added that the project includes elements not estimated in the ENF and is 
therefore more expensive. 


Mr. Conklin then went through each element of the project, broken down by river reach, and 
explained the costs. 


Charlesgate ; ; 
Mr. Conklin said the costs for Charlesgate are straightforward because the scope of work 
simple and includes: dredge the channel and remove obstructions; dispose sediments and 
restore disturbed areas. 


Mr. Conklin explained that escalation has been built into the estimate representing inflation. 
_ The design development and contingency is estimated at 35% and a major portion of the costs 
for the Charlesgate segment of the project. 


Why combine Design Development and Contingency? 


Mr. Conklin clarified the meaning of Design Development. He said that Design Development 
is not the cost of design, it is the cost of constructing improvements that have not been 
designed. Since the project is at the 25% design stage, Mr. Conklin said part of the 
construction cost estimate has to include the construction costs of things that have not yet been 
designed. 
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Mr. Conklin emphasized that cost estimates for Design Development are not design costs but 
are construction costs. 


What is the rate or percentage used for escalation? 
Mr. Conklin said 2.5% per year is used for escalation. 


Marion Pressley explained that the Charlesgate segment of the project involves replacement in 
kind within the disturbed areas. Disturbed areas will be restored with loam and seed and 
plantings. The planting pattern will have a layered effect and the palette will be the same 
throughout the project. 


Back Bay Fens 
Mr. Conklin explained that improvements that would be implemented in the Back Bay Fens. 
He said that sediment removal and disposal is a large part of the total cost of improvements in 
this area. The sediment in the Back Bay Fens is the most contaminated of all the sediment in 
the river. Mr. Conklin stated that the total costs for the Back Bay Fens is approximately $47 
million and approximately $20 million is for disposal of sediment. 


In the Back Bay Fens, $9 million is estimated for design development and contingencies and 
$4 million is estimated for escalation. 


How accurate or firm is the sediment cost estimate? 


Mr. Conklin stated that the sediment cost includes an assumption that the Phragmites are also 
contaminated and will have to be treated appropriately. Mr. Conklin added that CDM is 
working with DEP on this issue to determine if the Phragmites can be handled separately from 
the sediments in order to reduce disposal costs. 

Why is there so much lead in the sediment samples taken from the Back Bay? 


Mr. Conklin said the presence of lead is not unusual since it was once a component of gasoline 
and used in fertilizers which may have been used in the Victory Gardens. 


Did CDM consider various technologies to treat the lead in order to reduce the sediment 
treatment and disposal costs? 


Mr. Conklin said the cost estimate includes the use of various lead binding technologies to 

_ reduce the cost of treatment and disposal of sediment. Mr. Conklin added that approximately 
55% of all material to be removed from the river during the project will come from the Back 
Bay Fens. 


Marion Pressley then presented an example of the landscape treatment for the Duck House 
area to illustrate the landscaping plan for the Back Bay Fens. Ms. Pressley reviewed the 
combination or palette of plantings and provided an example of a wetlands shelf. Ms. Pressley 
added that all heritage trees would be preserved. Heritage trees are those trees that are 32” or 
larger in diameter. Ms. Pressley said that the other types of plantings will include intermediate 
trees and different types of shrubs to reflect the Olmsted design. 
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Ms. Pressley emphasized that landscape treatment is taking place only in areas that are 
disturbed due to construction of the flood control and water quality improvements. 


In the Charlesgate area there are some pine trees in very poor condition, will these be 
removed? 


Ms. Pressley stated that only trees that are within the disturbed areas, or are in very poor 
condition, would be removed. An assessment of all trees has been conducted and they have 
been categorized by their condition. Ms. Pressley did not have specific information with her to 
state which pine trees in the Charlesgate area would be removed. 


In the Charlesgate area, has consideration been given to getting rid of the benches, 
particularly since they can attract undesirable activity to take place there? 


Ms. Pressley said there is time during the final design phase of the project to address this issue. 


In the Fens Bridge area, the westerly side of the bridge of not affected but the area to the north 
will be disturbed. Will there be an awkward asymmetrical planting as a result of not doing 
planting treatment on both sides of the bridge? 


Ms. Pressley explained that the areas not disturbed are not part of the project. She added that 
there are regulatory issues associated with implementing planting plans in the areas that will 
not be disturbed as a result of the improvements made in the river. 


Did CDM look at on-site treatment of the dredged material as a way to reduce the treatment 
and disposal cost of the material? 


Mr. Conklin stated that CDM did examine the feasibility of on-site treatment of the dredged 
material. He added that a treatment plant would need to be constructed on site and the impacts 
of on-site treatment would be significant. In the construction bidding process, Mr. Conklin 
stated that an alternative for on-site treatment approach will be considered although he does 
not think that this approach would yield any cost savings. 


Can we save money on the project if less sediment is dredged from the river and more 
resources are put into the BMPs? 


Mr. Conklin stated that CDM has not performed this analysis. Mr. Conklin said that by 
dredging less, all of the Phragmites would not be removed and this could create a big 
maintenance issue and significantly reduce the life cycle benefit of the dredging that would be 
completed. 


What is a bio-retention area? 


Mr. Conklin explained that a bio-retention area is essentially a swale that filters runoff before it 
enters the river. The swale will be able to capture some of the metals and sediments present in 
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overland runoff before the runoff enters the river. Mr. Conklin added that a bio-retention area 
is an example of a best management practice (BMP). Mr. Conklin added that most people will 
not even notice the bio-retention areas that are installed. 


Do the plantings, disposal of sediments and Phragmites meet the USACOE criteria as a 
participatory cost? 


Mr. Conklin stated that removal and disposal of sediments and Phragmites for flood control is 
an eligible item under the Corps’ criteria. 


Mr. Heidebrecht added that removing toxic material to improve aquatic habitat is within the 
Corp’s mandate for environmental projects, but that upland removal of Phragmites is not. 


Have plans been developed for rodent and geese control? 


Mr. Conklin stated that the rodent control plan is contained in the draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR). The geese will voluntarily move on their own during the construction 
according to Mr. Conklin. Additionally, through the use of vegetation, areas where geese can 
access the river will be limited after construction. 


Are the high lead concentrations in the Back Bay Fens sediments due to the fill that the Victory 
Gardens are built upon? 


Mr. Conklin stated that lead may not be contained in the original fill but it may be in the fines 
at the top of the sediment layers and potentially introduced to the river through surface water 
runoff. 


Fens Bridge 
Mr. Conklin explained that the improvements at the Fens Bridge represent a small part of the 
work in the Back Bay Fens. The total cost of the Fens Bridge improvements is approximately 
$500,000. Ms. Pressley reviewed the planting plan for the area upstream of the Fens Bridge. 


Downstream of Brookline Avenue 
Mr. Conklin summarized the scope of work in this segment of the river while Ms. Pressley 
reviewed the planting plan. 


What are the cost implications if modifications to the “jug handle” or the other adjacent 
roadways are made? 


Mr. Conklin stated if the jug handle was eliminated, CDM would recommend expanding the 
area of the river to be daylighted in this segment. The additional area to be daylighted would 
increase the cost of the project. However, there is also a saving in the length of the Brookline 
Avenue culvert. (These cost savings may offset some of the cost of additional excavation for 
daylighting.) Mr. Conklin added that there may be an opportunity to share or pass on the costs 
of this recommended alternative to the transportation project when and if that project is built. 
Mr. Conklin added that Fran Beatty is coordinating this effort presently with the Boston 
Transportation Department. 
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Why do the plans show a large paved area at the headwall of the culverts at the old Sears 
building? 


Mr. Conklin said the purpose of the paved area is to allow for vehicular access to the culvert 
inlet grates in order to clean them and perform routine maintenance. Presently, the Boston 
Water and Sewer Commission has been cleaning the existing grates to optimize the drainage 
capacity of the structure. 


Why is CDM recommending screened gravel for the river bottom in the daylighted areas? 


Mr. Conklin said screened gravel is recommended for erosion protection. He added that the 
natural material, at the design slopes needed, is not resistant to erosion. 


Ms. Pressley added that Olmsted used riprap as well for erosion control on the banks of the 
river in many sections. 


Does the historic island interfere with river flow? 


Mr. Conklin responded yes but there is no measurable effect when modeled. 


Riverway 
Mr. Conklin summarized the scope of work that will be performed in the Riverway. He added 
that dredging is not absolutely needed for flood control. There will be some channel . 
modification of the Riverway to restore the historic shoreline and original capacity of the 
Riverway by the removal of Phragmites. 


Ms. Pressley said the landscaping plan is consistent with the plant massings Olmsted used in 
the Riverway. . | 


Leverett Pond 
Mr. Conklin reviewed the specific improvement measures that will be implemented at Leverett 
Pond. Ms. Pressley added that the landscaping plan will follow the Olmsted plans for Leverett 
Pond and the landscaping treatment will be limited to the areas that are disturbed as a result of 
the work done in the pond. 


Willow Pond 
Mr. Conklin stated that dredging in Willow Pond is for water quality improvement and not 
flood control. CDM is also evaluating the use of particle separators and over-dredging because 
the sediment accumulation rate in the pond is high. 
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Spring Pond 
Mr. Conklin explained that the critical issue with Spring Pond is mitigating the impact of the 
proposed improvements at Willow Pond on the stickleback, the endangered species whose 
habitat includes Spring Pond. Carl Noyes added that the project team has been meeting with 
the regulators to develop a reasonable protection plan for the species. 


Ward Pond 
Mr. Conklin summarized the improvements that will be constructed at Ward Pond. Mr. 
Conklin added that lead was found in the sediment in high concentration in one small area of 
the pond. 


Has there been significant erosion at the pathway? 


Ms. Pressley said a path will be installed to minimize erosion from people walking along the 
banks. 


Is the hill adjacent to the pond a source of erosion? If so, the project team should look at BMP 
measures to minimize erosion. 


Mr. Conklin stated that the structural BMPs will be implemented as part of the project. 


Cost Difference Between ENF and Recommended Project 
Mr. Conklin distributed the detailed cost estimate developed by CDM and the report prepared 
by Parsons Brinckerhoff that included a review of CDM’s cost estimate. 


Mr. Conklin summarized the cost differences between the ENF and the recommended project 
for the various project elements including: Phragmites, BMPs, mitigation measures, sediment 
removal and disposal, and project escalation. 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


A CAC member expressed concern that the project will result in a narrow strip of landscape 
treatment and restoration along the riverbanks but no improvements implemented upland. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the landscape treatment is limited to areas disturbed as a result of 
the improvements made in the river and along the bank edges. 


Ms. Pressley explained that the DEM is developing a landscape treatment plan for the upland 
areas that would be implemented over time. 


Will the DEM solicit input and review of its project from the CAC? 


Ms. Beatty responded that MEPA will be consulted. Ms. Beatty added that she anticipates the 
CAC will move into other areas of the Emerald Necklace once the Phase I project moves into 
the construction phase. 
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Several CAC members commented that they would like to have time to review the supporting 
documentation on the project cost estimate and to meet with the project team who could 
respond to questions and concerns of the CAC. 


Vv Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


There were no additional questions or comments provided. 


Meeting Schedule 


The CAC scheduled its next meeting for February 26, 2001 at 6:00 PM. The purpose of the | 
meeting is to provide the CAC with an opportunity to ask questions and provide input on the 
detailed project cost estimate. The location of the meeting will be determined. The CAC also 
scheduled a meeting to be held on March 14, 2001 at 6:00 PM at which time the CAC will 
begin planning the process it will use to review the DEIR and develop its comments. 


Ms. Beatty explained that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) will be distributed to 
the CAC in April. Ms. Beatty added that the CAC can have as much time as they desire to 
review and provide input on the document. 


Ms. Beatty suggested that the March CAC meeting focus on the CAC’s review schedule of the 
DEIR. Ms. Beatty suggested that the CAC consider an extended review period. 
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PHASE I MuDDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, 
WATER QUALITY, HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 


Project Cost Estimate — Overview 


January 9, 2001 


Prepared by: 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Prepared for: 
City of Boston ~ 
Town of Brookline 
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The Project Objectives. 


The Phase 1 — Emerald Necklace/Muddy River Restoration Project is a complex and 
unique undertaking, which has brought together a broad coalition of public sector elected 
and appointed officials, business representatives, medical, educational and art 
institutions, residential neighbors and non-profit organizations. The project initiates the 
restoration of an internationally renowned historic landscape listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and locally landmarked. In focusing on the ecological 
restoration of an urban river and park system, it will: 


-Improve flood control by increasing the hydraulic capacity of the Muddy River; 


-Improve water quality of the Necklace’s waterways; 


_-Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat; 


-Restore the landscape and historic resources; and 


-Protect the public’s investment by implementing “Best Management Practices” that will 
ensure longer-term protections as a result of the project work. 


The Project’s Progression 


Over the course of the past 11 months, the communities of Boston and Brookline have 
worked with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and numerous agencies, civic groups 
and consultants to lay the ground work for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
These groups have included: the Massachusetts Congressional delegation, the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Massachusetts 
Emergency Management Agency, the Boston Water & Sewer Commission, The Emerald 
Necklace Conservancy, and consultants Camp Dresser and McKee Inc. (CDM) and 
Parsons Brinckerhoff. In addition, a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) has met 14 
times since September 1999 and there have been two public information meeting as part 
of this process to ensure a fully scoped and informed process and project. The beginning 
of this process started with the development and submission to Massachusetts of the 1999 
Environmental Notification Form (ENF), which incorporated the results of numerous 
studies dating back to 1996 and earlier. In response to the ENF, the Secretary of the - 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs issued on April 29, 1999 two 
Certificates: one for the requirements and scope for an EIR, and another establishing a 
Special Review Procedure. Since February 2000, CDM and their subconsultants have 
collected significantly detailed scientific data, extensive surveys, comprehensive historic 
documentation, and up-to-date hydrologic modeling data. This comprehensive additional 
information has offered better delineation of the engineering and restoration requirements 
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for the project. The consultants have spent over 30,000 hours collecting this information. 
Also, enormous staff support has been provided by agencies within Boston, Brookline, 
and the Commonwealth, not to mention the significant contrrbutions of time and 
expertise provided by volunteers, including but not limited to those serving on the 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee. In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
USGS have collected new information that has been incorporated into the Draft EIR. 


The result of this massive data collection effort has been to make the Draft EIR cost 
estimate more thorough, comprehensive, and accurate than any prior estimate. 
Significant differences in the approaches have uncovered new site conditions originally - 
not understood. Some highlights include: 


-Ten times more sediment data in the EIR (150 samples in addition to the original 15 


samples). We now know that there is significantly more contaminated sediments that will 
need disposal. Overall, over 50% of the project costs lie in the dredging and disposal of 
sediment and invasive species (namely Phragmites). About 12% of that amount is solely 
sediment disposal. 


-The detailed surveys, field investigations, and wetlands delineations revealed the rapid 
Phragmites expansion. Since the ENF was issued, the overall volume of this invasive 


species has grown. More importantly, engineering investigations show the Phragmites 
must be removed in two steps (one for the reeds, one for the root mass), instead of the 


single step originally assumed. 


-Analyses show that water quality in the Muddy River is improving, and annual sediment 
loadings have been cut in half over the last ten years. Present estimates show that under 


present rates, re-sedimentation may occur in 50 years. By investing an additional $11 
million in future improvements in the form of structural best management practices, the 
rate of re-sedimentation can be extended to over 70 years—just about a life time. 


Subsequent pages describe the differences in costs between the ENF and the Draft EIR. 
The differences cover the full spectrum of project activities and objectives, including 
provisions for inflation, mitigation planting for areas that are disturbed, providing 
infrastructure to protect the public’s investment, handling the enormous volumes of 
hazardous materials, restoring historic features, and addressing unforeseen problems once 


groundbreaking gets under way. 
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Structural BMPs 


Babbling Brook Historic Features a 10.0% 
Retiprato® gs BAS : : Charlesgate redesign 
0.1% . — &reconstruction 
Culverts & Daylighting — | ; : 0.6% 
14.6% | ee sg Ate Engineering (Design, 
= construction services) 
12.0% 
Project Management 
A 0.9% 
Dredging sediments & 
; — removing Phragmites 
9.8% 
Disposal (sediments + 
Phragmites) Replacement or 
41.6% Mitigation Planting 
9.4% 
Summary of Project Costs! . 
Dredging sediments & removing Phragmites ~ 8,980,000 
Replacement or Mitigation Planting 8,640,000 
Disposal (sediments + Phragmites) 38,133,000 
Culverts & Daylighting 13,412,000 
Babbling Brook Restoration 120,000 
Historic Features 793,000 
Structural BMPs 9,155,000 
Charlesgate redesign & reconstruction 525,000 
Engineering (Design, construction services) 11,000,000 
Project Management 845,000 
Total ; 91,603,000 


Note: 
1 Cost items include inflation to mid-point of construction plus the Design Development/ 
Contingency factor. See notes on page 7. 
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DISCUSSION OF COST BREAKDOWN 


1. Structural BMPs ( $11,087,000 differential, includes engineering costs) 
No significant structural BMPs were included in the ENF. 


Cost Effectiveness. 

The cost effectiveness of structural BMPs is that they help preserve the constructed 
project by continuing to improve sediment removal efficiencies in future years. The 
implementation of BMPs is a project objective and their importance is reinforced the 
Secretary’s Certificate, which expressly requires structural BMPs and demonstration 
projects be included in the DEIR. The extent, nature, and type of structural BMPs has 
not been finalized. The cost estimate is based on known problem areas, BMPs consistent 
with a park setting, and an evolutionary approach that phases in BMPs as the engineering 
evaluations are completed and likely effectiveness is assessed. 


2. Phragmites—{$9,172,000 differential) | 
First, there is a greater volume of Phragmites to be removed than estimated in the ENF. 
We conducted a detailed wetlands delineation with explicit survey points that determined 
the phragmites volume with greater accuracy. In addition, the Phragmites themselves | 
have grown and invaded more area. Second, the cost of removal, disposal and refilling 
was not addressed separately in the ENF. Based on detailed engineering evaluations, 
Phragmites will have to be removed in two stages, one for the reeds, another for the root 
mass, thereby increasing costs. The ENF assumed the Phragmites could be removed in 


one step. 


Cost Effectiveness. 
Our estimates contain all costs associated with removing, disposing and refilling all past 
and newly grown areas of Phragmites. We intend to use excavator or cutter heads to 


remove the Phragmites. 


3. Replacement or Mitigation Planting—($4,679,000 differential) 


The ENF assumed disturbed areas would be merely re-seeded as lawn and emergent plant 
material, and no historic landscaping would take place. Through the CAC process and 
meetings with regulators, it has become apparent that meeting the project objectives of 
historic preservation and habitat enhancement in the context of current regulations 
requires a more intense planting effort. Therefore, the DEIR contains provisions to 
replace disturbed areas with historic landscaping and wetlands species consistent with the 
Emerald Necklace Master Plan. 
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Cost Effectiveness. 
The planting plans are consistent with Olmsted’s to the point practical. However, to 


minimize costs, the DEIR includes wider spacing between plants and use of less 
expensive indigenous plants and shrubs that provide the same visual effect but at lower 


Cost 


4. Remaining Project Elements (Dredging, Culverts & Daylighting)}—{$4,818,000 
differential) 
The estimated cost difference of the remaining project elements (such as dredging and 


flood control infrastructure such as the daylighting at Sears Parking Lot) including 
engineering are lumped together in this category. 


Cost Effectiveness. 

CDM reviewed alternative approaches for dredging and multiple designs for improving 
flood carrying capacity. The approach and designs included in the DEIR are the least 
expensive alternatives that meet the project’s objectives. Note that some reductions in 
total project cost might accrue via value engineering. CDM’s experience suggests that 
any savings will be less than 10%. 


5: Disposal Costs 


Disposal costs include the removal of hazardous and non-hazardous sediments. | 


Hazardous Sediments—($3,149,000 differential) 

The ENF sediment estimates were based on up to 15 samples collected along the entire 
length of the river. The DEIR estimates has the advantage of the data collected from 150 
samples collected along the river (i.e., ten times more contaminant information). As a 
result, we estimate that there is significantly more hazardous sediment (6,700.cubic yards 


versus 25,870 cubic yards). 


Cost Effectiveness. 

Although the volume of contaminated sediment went up, we have actually worked to 
keep the disposal costs down based on our experience in stabilizing lead wastes on large- 
scale projects. The DEIR unit cost is $187.50/cubic yard compared to $254.00/cubic 


yard included in the ENF. 


Non-Hazardous Sediments—($2,514,000 differential) 

Although the quantities of non-hazardous sediment is slightly lower than those estimated 
in the ENF, the unit disposal costs are significantly higher ($79.87/cubic yard in the ENF 
versus $137.50/cubic yard). The ENF unit cost is much lower than today’s market 
conditions—perhaps the unit cost reflected only the tipping fee and excluded the cost of 


transport. 
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Cost Effectiveness. 
CDM’s unit costs are based on hard bid data obtained on the Central Artery Project. Our 


unit cost reflects a rate recently negotiated by contractors at landfills for similar sediment 
volumes with similar physical characteristics. 


6. Historic Features-- ($287,000 differential) 

The repair of the Fens Bridge and historic islands is an additional item in the DEIR that 
was not considered or included in the ENF and also goes toward meeting the historic 
preservation objective of the Secretary’s Certificate. 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The cost estimate reflects the most up to date prices for work of this type. 


Notes Regarding Design Development, Contingencies and Inflation Factors 


Cost items include inflation to mid-point of construction plus the Design Development/ 
Contingency factor. | 


Inflation Allowance—($5,099,000 differential) 

The calculated cost of inflation from the DEIR stage to the estimated mid-point of 
construction has been added to the construction cost at a rate of 2.5% per year. The ENF 
included no inflation cost. Inflation is schedule-dependent, so as the project gets delayed, 
construction costs will continue to rise. 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The rate we used is based on present construction industry rates for time and materials, 


and was validated by Parson’s independent review. 


Design Development and Contingencies—{$7,477,000 differential) 


Relying on 50 years of experience on complex projects of similar size, CDM 
recommends an allowance of this proportion (approximately 19% to 22% of project cost 
depending on river segment), especially since we are only at the conceptual design stage 
(i.e., only about 20% of the project has been designed). 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The overall percentage falls on the low range of values typically used for projects of this 
magnitude. Examples of unforeseen problems that could be encountered: 

-~Changed underground conditions, such as undisclosed utilities in the project 
path, or soil and rock conditions that are different between boring locations; 

-Weather or storm delays that extend project schedules and present flood flow 


handling problems; 
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-Quantity estimate changes, wherein actual quantities of some contract items vary 
from the engineer’ s estimate; 

-Changes in scope, such as having to replace a catch basin that was originally 
thought to be structurally sound but wasn’t; 

-Changes in groundwater levels, requiring greater dewatering and impeding 
project progress; 

_. -Changes in the construction “environment,” whereby local citizens take issue and 
complain about the contractor’s operations, necessitating changes in operations, 
conditions or operating hours. (An extreme example of this is the barging of people and 
materials to the Deer Island Treatment Facility at considerable extra pitas to address 
Winthrop’s residents’ concerns about Jocal traffic.) 


MUDDY RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE BASED ON CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 
(Costs Rounded to Nearest $1,000) * 


Charlesgate 
Dredging 
Replacement or mitigation planting* 
Disposal - Non RCRA 
Subtotal construction estimate 
Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 
Escalation 2.5% 


Total Charlesgate 


Back Bay Fens 
Dredging / grading / phragmites removal 
Replacement or mitigation planting 
Disposal sediments / phragmites -Non RCRA 
Disposal sediments / phragmites - RCRA 


Fens Bridge 
Daylight Upper Fens Pond to Back Bay 
Brookline Avenue Culvert / gatehouse 
Daylight Sears Parking lot 
Riverway Culvert 

Subtotal construction estimate 


Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 
Escalation 8% 


Total Back Bay Fens 


Riverway 
Dredging / grading / phragmites removal 
Replacement or mitigation planting 
Disposal sediments / phragmites -Non RCRA 
Historic islands 
Subtotal construction estimate 


Cost est comparison rev 112200 
Rev est 112200 (3) 
' 11/30/008:42 AM 


Fa 


Quantity (cy) 
4,000 


4,000 


103,435 


59,623 
43,812 


28,477 


28,477 


Attach ment 4 


DEIR Estimate 


Cost 
$238,000 
$656,000 
$550,000 
$1,444,000 
$423,000 


$1,868,000 
$47,000 


$1,915,000 


$3,470,000 
$2,162,000 
$8,151,000 
$10,896,000 


$514,000 
$1,014,000 
$3,961,000 
$1,672,000 
$2,535,000 
$34,375,000 


$9,174,000 


$43,549,000 
$3,484,000 


$47,033,000 


$945,000 
$1,762,000 
$3,903,000 
$30,000 
$6,639,000 


MUDDY RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE BASED ON CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 


(Costs Rounded to Nearest $1,000) 


Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 
Escalation 8% 


Total Riverway 


Leverett Pond 
Dredging 
Replacement or mitigation planting 
Disposal sediments -Non RCRA 
Subtotal construction estimate 
Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 
Escalation 8% 


Total Leverett Pond 


Willow Pond 
Dredging / grading 
Replacement or mitigation planting 
Disposal sediments -Non RCRA 
Babbling Brook 
Subtotal construction estimate 
Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 
Escalation 8% 


Total Willow Pond 


Ward's Pond 
Dredging / grading 
Replacement or mitigation planting 
Disposal sediments -Non RCRA 
Disposal sediments -RCRA 

Subtotal construction estimate 

General conditions 
Design Development / contingencies 


Subtotal 


Cost est comparison rev 112200 
Fev est 112200 (3) 
__ 11430/008:42 AM 


DEIR Estimate 
$1,738,000 


$8,378,000 
$670,000 


$9,048,000 


21,788 $764,000 
$775,000 

21,788 $2,996,000 
$4,535,000 
$1,138,000 


$5,672,000 
$454,000 


$6,126,000 


5,054 $177,000 
$523,000 

5,054 $695,000 
$120,000 

$1,515,000 

$426,000 


$1,942,000 
$155,000 


$2,097,000 


15,565 $546,000 
$160,000 

14,008 $1,926,000 
1,557 $292,000 
$2,924,000 


$691 ,000 


$2,909,000 


MUDDY RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT 
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE BASED ON CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 
(Costs Rounded to Nearest $1,000) 


DEIR Estimate 


Escalation 8% aes een $246 000) 

Total Ward's Pond $3,155,000 
Engineering cost $8,900,000 
Grand Total with out structural BMPs 


Structural BMPs 
Sediment Weirs at Tannery and Village Brooks 


Sediment Basins Dredging 21,147 $741,000 
Sediment Basins Disposal -Non RCRA WAYS Fi $2,436,000 
Sediment Basins Disposal - RCRA 3,430 $643,000 
Structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP implementation $1,947,000 
Correct MDC curb /catch basins $367,000 
Wetland swale at Victory Gardens $70,000 
Three particle separators $559,000 
Particle separator at Chestnut St. $200,000 
Design Development / contingencies $1,975,000 
Escalation 8% $217,000 
Engineering cost $2,100,000 
Total Structural BMPs $11,255,000 
Project Total with BMPs — $89,529,000 
Charlesgate Surface Redesign and Reconstruction*™* ~ $525,000 
Project Total with BMPs and Charlesgate Reconstruction 


* In disturbed areas including staging areas 


** Estimated cost to complete redesign and reconstruction of Charlesgate 
landscape in addition to the cost carried under the Charlesgate Area above~ 


Cost est comparison rev 112200 
Rev est 112200 (3) 
11/30/008:42 AM 
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Executive Summary 


As requested by the Boston Parks & Recreation Department and Town of Brookline, co- 
proponents of the Muddy River Restoration Project, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) reviewed the 
construction cost estimate prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), dated November 
2000. The purpose of the review was to evaluate the appropriateness of CDM’s approach and 
methodology used in developing the quantity takeoffs and cost estimates. PB also reviewed the 
basis of the actual unit prices as well as costing factors such as the inflation factor and 
contingencies. At this point in time, PB was not asked to perform a value engineering analysis or 
to critique elements of the “recommended project.” 


The CDM estimate is based on the “recommended project” as presented in the Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) meetings of October 23 and 30, 2000 and the Public Information Meeting of 
November 8, 2000. 


- PB’s review was performed by various senior staff familiar with heavy construction in the Boston 
area, handling of contaminated materials, and dredging. 


Review of CDM’s Cost Estimate: 

The findings are as follows: 

e Approach and Methodology: The overall approach and methodology are based on standard 
construction cost estimating practices. 

e Estimating Factors: 
© Contingencies and Inflation Factors: The factors used for contingencies and inflation are 

acceptable for this stage of the design. (Contingencies/design development = 35%; 
inflation = 2.5% per year and 8% for 3 years’ If the proponents anticipate a rise in 
inflation, the inflation factor should be increased. Consider adding $650,000 
contingency for possible rise in the rate of inflation. 

o Inflation Cost for Project Delay: Should there be a delay in the start of construction, a 
one-year delay translates into approximately $2 million in added costs, based on CDM’s 
estimated inflation rate of 2.5% per year. Consider adding $2 million contingency for 
possible 1-year delay in start of project. 

e Dredging and Disposal: The costs for dredging and disposal of sediments reflect current 
Boston area costs. Most of this cost is the disposal — trucking to a suitable, licensed landfill 
plus the tipping charges at the landfill, which is a fixed price. 
© Cost of Project Delay: CDM has estimated that the current average annual sedimentation 

rate in the Muddy River system is 2,500 cubic yards per year. Should there be a delay in 
the start of construction and additional sediment accumulates, the added cost to remove 
2,500 cubic yards is approximately $500,000. Consider $500,000 per year allowance for 
possible delay in start of project. 

e Phragmites Removal and Disposal: The disposal costs reflect current Boston area costs. The 
removal costs are at the lower end what we might anticipate for actual constructed costs. 
Consider adding a $300,000 contingency for difficulties during construction regarding 
meeting environmental standards (particularly turbidity). Also, consider the removal 
methodology as a topic for value engineering reviews. 

e Culverts and Daylighting: The basic unit costs (such as excavation, backfill, and precast 
units) are reasonable. However, this aspect of the project has the highest risk for added costs. 


' CDM accredits the inflation factor to Engineering News Record. 
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This higher risk is inherent in underground construction that involves sheeting, piles, utility 
support and relocation, removal of piles and obstructions, dewatering, and a high potential for 
unforeseen site conditions. In general, we recommend higher line items for handling the 
relocation of utilities (particularly the 48-inch water main) and the staged construction. In 
addition, there will be significant additional costs related to traffic maintenance, removal of 
obstructions, and coordination with adjacent projects that are not yet itemized. Finally, due to 
the added risk of underground construction, a higher construction contingency should be 
used. Consider adding $I million to over $2 million. 
Consider having BWSC participate in the costly work of relocating its 48-inch transmission 
main at Brookline Avenue. Could save in the order of $250,000. 

Replacement or Mitigation Planting: These costs appear to be reasonable for the scope of 
work indicated on the landscape plans. The proponents should carefully review the scope of 
this work. These are significant costs that may be subject to further scrutiny. However, they 
do appear to represent a reasonable order of magnitude of work necessary to meet 
environmental and historic regulatory requirements. 

Babbling Brook: The $120,000 is double counted. It is included in the planting costs and as 
a separate line item. Reduce total estimated cost by $120,000. 

Structural BMPs: In general, these costs are reasonable. We recommend moving one in- 
stream sedimentation basin out of the area of contaminated sediments. Could save 
approximately $300,000. 

Added Engineering Costs: This estimate appears to be high. Much of the cost construction 
increase is in items that should not have a design or construction inspection scope increase 
(e.g., increased dredging and disposal costs). Likewise, some “structural BMPs” are 
incidental construction (e.g., in-stream sedimentation basins are simply overdredging) and 
there is no scope increase. Should reduce to $1.8 to $2.1 million from $4.1 million. 
Engineering and Project Management Costs: There are opportunities to utilize state staff (if 
available) in lieu of consultant staff for construction inspection and related work. Could save 
up to $1.5 million.Consider use of municipal (BDWP or BWSC) staff (if available) for 
design and construction inspection of the “structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP 
implementation,” which would be located in the upper reaches of the watershed Could save 
up to $200,000. 


Other Factors to Consider: 


Construction Packaging: Alternatives packaging scenarios should be considered and 
compared, such as a single contract, two contracts or three contracts. 

Bidding Climate: It is possible that with the winding down of the Central Artery and other 
projects, contractors looking for work may bid more competitively. This situation should be - 
monitored over the next year. 

Quality of Materials: Only 12% of the project costs involve materials that have a range in 
quality. Most of the work is dredging and disposal and unaffected by the choice of materials. 
The work involving materials is mostly planting, culverts and headwalls, as well as 
walkways. Much of this work is subject to environmental and historic regulations and no 
significant reduction in cost are currently anticipated. 


Thus, our conclusion is that the estimated project cost could change by a net amount ranging from 
an increase of approximately $1.0 million to a decrease in the order of $300,000. In effect, the 
total estimated cost by CDM is a reasonable cost based on currently anticipated conditions. 
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Value Engineering: 

The project should be subject to a value engineering analyses at various stages of design. Topics 

to be consider should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

e Phragmites removal methods 

e Culverts at the Riverway and Brookline Avenue, particularly utility support/relocation, traffic 
maintenance, and construction staging. 

e In-stream sedimentation basins. 
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Muddy River Restoration Project 
Review of Project Cost Estimate by Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc. 


Basis for Review: 

As requested by the Boston Parks & Recreation Department and Town of Brookline, co- 
proponents of the Muddy River Restoration Project, Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) reviewed the 
construction cost estimate prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), dated November 
2000. The purpose of the review was to evaluate the appropriateness of CDM’s approach and 
methodology used in developing the quantity takeoffs and cost estimates. PB also reviewed the 
basis of the actual unit prices as well as costing factors such as the inflation factor and 
contingencies. PB was not asked to perform a value engineering ae or to critique elements 
of the “recommended project.” 


The CDM estimate is based on the “recommended project” as presented in the Citizens Advisory 
Committee (CAC) meetings of October 23 and 30, 2000 and the Public Information Meeting of 
November 8, 2000. 


PB’s review was performed by various senior staff familiar with heavy construction, handling of 
contaminated materials, and dredging. 


Summary of CDM’s Cost Estimate 


A summary of \CDM’s cost estimate is attached. The following chart illustrates the major items 
in the CDM cost estimate in order of magnitude of costs: 


a acid ap Spon egies me noe necesita So win aA Shy Get ae tan ati oe penne Sane inn wai on ain wee Sone n ciee metaceenimeemene fae Be . ; 


Project Management Charlesgate redesign & 
0.9% reconstruction 
Remove Phragmites ‘ 
inflation Factor ° ose 
, 1.1% 
6% - : 
Babbling Brook Restoration 
0.1% 


Dredging sediments 
6% 
Disposal of sediments 
22% 
Replacement or Mtigation 
Pianting 
6% Contingencies 
"15% 


Disposal of Phragmites 
9% 


| Engineering (Design, 
construction services) 


Culverts & Daylighting 12% 
o 
attic 11% 
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Review of Major Elements of CDM’s Cost Estimate 


Estimating Factors 

Inflation Factor of 2.5% per year: This appears to be a reasonable figure for current economic 
conditions. One PB estimator noted he currently uses a factor of 2.35% per year. Other 
engineers and estimators currently use a figure of 3% per year. However, in recent months some 
economists have noted the signs of a possible rise in the inflation rate. Some indicators include 
the notching up of interest rates by the Federal Reserve, the recent spike in the price of fuel, and 
the current trend towards a rising foreign trade deficit. On the other hand, it is possible that the 
Federal Reserve may decrease interest rates to counter other inflationary factors. In summary, it 
would be prudent to consider the effect of a possible rise in the inflation rate. 


Since the Charlesgate project is scheduled for advertisement in mid-2001, we believe the inflation 
factor of 2.5% is adequate for Charlesgate. 


For the remainder of the project, the midpoint of construction is currently anticipated as 2003 or 
three years from now. The 2.5% factor (or approximately 8% for 3 years) is still reasonable for 
the remainder of the project, if one is optimistic that inflation will remain reasonably constant. 
However, if the project proponents wish a more conservative estimate to account for a possible 
rise in inflation, a higher factor, such as 9% or 10% might be chosen for the three-year period. 
The use of a 9% factor would add approximately $650,000 to the total cost estimate. 


Sensitivity Consideration — Delay in Construction: At the rate of 2.5%, a one (1) year delay in 


construction would increase the total estimated cost by approximately $1.9 million, based on the 
current CDM estimate’. The proponents should consider a $2 million contingency per year of 
delay, since we believe it is reasonable to anticipate a possible delay in the start of construction or 
an extension of the construction period. This is particularly prudent in consideration of the current 
lack of a finalized funding plan and a fixed schedule for construction. 


Design Development & Contingencies — General: Given the current level of design of 10-25%, it 


is common practice in construction cost estimating to add contingencies for: 

e Additional incidental costs that may be identified as the level of detail in the design advances 
from the current 10% - 25% up to final design (100%). 

e A contingency for added costs from contractor change orders and unanticipated conditions 
during construction. 


For most of the work, we believe 35% is a reasonable factor to add at this level of design. One 
exception to this is noted in the section titled Culverts and Daylighting. 


Design Development & Contingencies — Disposal Items: 20%: Although this factor is 15% 


lower than the factor used above for the other work, the lower figure appears reasonable, since 
disposal costs are not subject to further development of the design. 


? Based on 2.5% of approximately $75 million, which represents the cost of the Muddy River construction 
contract. 
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Dredging and Disposal (including 


invasives species): Taner: 
, ‘ : of project : 
As the graph at right illustrates, dredging and ae eredging, 
disposal costs for over 50% of CDM’ ae tbat 
isposal costs account for over 50% o s Beal © 
project estimated costs. Disposal 
3 51% 


Review of Quantity Take-Offs: Quantities are 


based on cross sections taken from the most 
recent survey. The quantities are close to, 
though somewhat less than, the quantities 
stated in the ENF. This difference can be 
attributed to the use of the more accurate data from the 2000 topographic survey. 


Review of Unit Prices: Unit price costs for disposal are reasonable based on the actual bid costs 
on recent Boston area projects in which PB has been involved. These costs include transportation . 
costs to the facility as well as the “tipping fee” charged by the disposal facility. 


Disposal costs are fixed by factors beyond the control of the project. These include the 
availability of landfills that could accept the anticipated materials, the tipping fees charged by the 
landfills, trucking costs, and regulatory requirements on handling, transporting, and disposal. 


CDM’s assumptions in developing these costs are also reasonable, based on PB’s experience: 

¢ CDM assumes that all non-RCRA? material will go to out-of-state lined landfills. PB agrees 
with this assumption because the water content of the sediments from hydraulic dredging 
make it unlikely that any in-state facility would be willing to accept this material. 

e CDM includes a separate unit cost for the disposal of RCRA material that is treated on-site to 
stabilize the lead content. This practice is acceptable to the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) and the consultants have confirmed this method with Steve 
Lipman Special Projects Coordinator at DEP. This practice significantly reduces the disposal 
cost for certain RCRA materials. PB concurs with CDM’s assumption on this matter. 


Phragmites Removal: The costs presented reflect the removal method as described at the Citizens 
Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting of September 28, 2000, which involves a “water-based” 
operation. This includes the use of an excavator on a barge and other barges to transport 
excavated material to a staging area.’ 


CDM presents the cost for this labor-intensive operation as approximately $28.40/cubic yard. 
Based on PB’s experience with barged-based dredging, this figure is at the lower end of the range 
of expected cost (estimated in the range of $26 to $38 per cubic yard). The excavation of root 
mass and trapped sediments creates considerable turbidity and such construction operations may 
be closely reviewed by environmental agencies (e.g., Boston Conservation Commission, DEP, 
and Corps of Engineers). It is our experience that this level of review can lead to higher costs as 
the contractor may have to try experiment with different methods in order to meet turbidity 
* RCRA is an acronym for the Resource Conservation Recovery Act, a federal law that defines a hazardous 
waste and its disposal. RCRA material is so-classified because the material contains one or more 
contaminants above the thresholds specified in Federal and/or State regulations. In the Back Bay Fens, 

lead is the contaminant that results in certain sediments classified as RCRA material. Non-RCRA material 
is material that does not exceed any of the thresholds. 
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standards. We believe a higher unit price would be more appropriate, if the “water-based” 
approach is maintained. 


We believe there are both cost and environmental factors that may favor a mix of land- and 
water-based work that would still meet the objectives’ of the all-water-based approach. For 
example in the Back Bay Fens, there is sufficient width of Phragmites to create a work zone that 
would allow the excavator to be positioned on land. This work zone could be isolated by 
construction fencing from the Victory Gardens, major trees, and other resources. This approach 
would allow easier handling of root mass and sediments with the excavator. This could result in 
higher production rates and lower costs (potentially in the range of $100,000, assuming a $5 to 
$10 per cubic yard savings). This alternative should be explored as the design completion is 
advanced. 


There are also seasonal constraints on Phragmites removal. The stalks and roots should be 
removed early in the growing season before the seed develop. This constraint may add cost. This 
should be investigated after design is advanced and when a preliminary construction contract 
schedule is developed. . 


Disposal of Phragmites: The unit costs for disposal of the root mass and related sediments are in 
line with the disposal costs for the dredged sediments. Where Phragmites are in areas of RCRA 
sediments, CDM assumes the disposal costs will be based on disposal at a RCRA facility, since 
the technique of lead stabilization may not be possible due to the high percentage of organic 
material. In summary, the basis for these disposal costs is reasonable. 


Sensitivity to Changes in Disposal Prices: Due to the quantity of material, a change in the unit 


price of only a few dollars could have significant impact on the total project costs. For example, a 
change of $5/cubic yards translates into an additional $1 million (after contingencies and 
inflation). 


Sensitivity to Changes in Dredging Quantity: Costs are also very sensitive to the actual quantities 


of material. For example, a change of 100 cubic yards on non-RCRA material translates into over 
$23,000 (after contingencies and inflation). At this rate, a change of about 4,400 cubic yards (or 
just 3% of the total currently estimated dredging quantity) translates into $1 million in the total 
cost estimate. 


It should be noted that CDM currently estimates the average annual resedimentation rate at 2,500 
cubic yards/year. This would add approximately $500,000 per year to the total cost estimate. 


Cost Saving Measures Included To Date: 
e On-site stabilization of lead in RCRA material to reduce disposal costs. 


Opportunities for Future Cost Savings (at 50%, 75% or 90% design: 


e Revisit the assumption that all non-RCRA material will go to out-of-state facilities. Explore 
the possibility of disposal at in-state facilities. 

e Review recent bid prices during final design for disposal of similar materials to confirm the 
unit prices. 

e Review the exact limits of dredging, particularly in the area of RCRA sediments. 


“ These objectives include keeping construction away from the Victory Gardens, major trees, and other 
park resources. The objectives also include providing a direct route for transporting the root mass and 
sediments to the staging area. 
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¢ Better determine the quantity of root mass involved with Phragmites disposal. Is'it all a 
dense mixture of sediment and roots or is some of it just root mass over open water? Also, 
verify the factor’ used for converting in-place cubic yards of material to disposal material in 
tons. 

¢ Consider additional sediment samples to verify the quantity of RCRA root mass in the Back 
Bay Fens. The RCRA root mass disposal is a major cost item, representing over $6.3 million. 
Even a small reduction in quantity could result in a lower cost. For example, a quantity 
reduction of 10% (about 1900 cubic yards) of RCRA root mass translates into $380,000 in 
reduced disposal costs. 

e Discuss the approach to dredging with dredging contractor(s) to determine more cost- 
effective approaches to the dredging operation. 

e Explore the details of invasive removal operations in each location. 

o For example, in Riverway locations such as the “Island Bridges,” there may not be 
enough water to deploy barges for removal operations but the entire operation, including 
root mass removal, could be done from a bank. 

© In the Back Bay Fens, a value engineering comparison should be done of the water-based 
Operation vs. a mixed water and land-based operation. In some areas, the swath of 
Phragmites is wide enough to utilize land-based equipment for excavation. 


Culverts & Daylighting: 

This element of work could be classified as heavy construction. Due to the underground work 
(excavation, piles, utilities, dewatering, and earth support) and the difficult traffic conditions, this 
element of the project contains a greater level of risk and uncertainty than the general 
construction operations. While some of this risk might be said to be included in the “design 
development and contingencies” factor, we believe that, as a whole, the 35% factor is not 
sufficient to cover all of the concerns raised below. Therefore, we recommend a higher factor, as 
noted below. 


Review of Quantity Take-Offs: Quantities are based on standard estimating practices. Quantities 


for earthwork are based on cross sections taken from the most recent survey. We offer several 
comments on the quantities, as noted below in the elements of this work. 


Review of Unit Prices: Unit prices are generally reasonable, with exceptions noted below in the 
elements of the work. 


Review of Elements of Culvert and Daylighting Work: Following are comments on the estimating 


of various elements of the culvert and daylighting work. 

Earthwork -~ General: Earthwork quantity estimating for daylighting is based on the cross- 
section method. A spot check revealed that the earthwork quantities appear to have been 
estimated adequately. Earthwork unit costs also appear reasonable, assuming “clean” soils. 


There is, however, a large quantity of disposal material from the daylighting and culvert work. 
There should be an allowance for the possibility of encountering contaminated or hazardous 
materials as a result. 


* The typical factor used is 1.5 tons per cubic yard. 
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Underground Obstructions — General: The CDM estimate does not include a separate-item for 
underground obstructions, such as the know items shown on record plans (e.g., piles under 
existing utilities, the foundations of the “triple-arch bridge,” abandoned headwalls) as well as 


unknown obstructions. 


Riverway Culvert: 
e Staged construction’. We recommend that staged construction costs should be at least 25% 


to 30%, not 15%. Traffic volumes are high and we anticipate many restrictions on work (e.g., 
during rush hours, before/after games at Fenway, during events at nearby colleges, AIDS 
Ride, etc.) 

¢ Utilities. We believe the utility support effort may be understated. While CDM does not yet 
have a design for this work, it is likely that the gas and water mains will require relocation to 
clear the new culvert. 

Restoration work should include street paving and curbing. 

Traffic. The estimate should include the temporary relocation of traffic lights for traffic 
staging and for final restoration. The traffic lights are very close to the proposed culvert 
location, and relocation is required. Traffic staging will likely require the removal of curbing, 
temporary pavement, temporary curbing, and other related items. 

e Construction Contingency. The proponents should carry at least 15% construction 
contingency for the Riverway culvert construction work to cover unanticipated conditions. 
Consider increasing the 35% (design development & contingencies) factor to 40% for this 
location. 


Sears Lot Daylighting 


¢ The replacement of the 24-inch sewer will require sheeting, dewatering and bypass pumping. 
e The police detail cost, while needed for control of construction traffic in and out of the Site, 
may be high. For. now, keep cost as is, but review at next stage of design. 


Brookline Avenue Culvert: 

¢ General: This is the most difficult element of construction. There is a high risk of added 
costs due to underground conditions, utility issues, the 48-inch water main, and difficult 
traffic conditions. 

e Existing piles. The costs for removal of existing piles (supporting the 45-inch and 51”x51” 
storm drains) should be added for the section where culvert construction will require their 
removal. This also applies for the existing piles in the footprint of the proposed connecting 
structures. 

e Staged construction. Please refer to the recommendation above for staged construction at 
the Riverway culvert. 

e Utilities. We believe the utility support effort is very understated. While CDM does not 
yet have a design for this work, based on PB’s experience, we anticipate a significant 
effort in this regard. The trench width will likely be over 30 feet wide, and all existing 
utilities will require supporting and possible replacement, if their condition is poor. This 
is a significant effort, beyond what can be attributed to “design development and 
contingencies.” Please refer to our comment memorandum dated September 12, 2000. 

¢ 48-Inch Water Main. CDM does not yet have a workable concept. The estimate indicates a 
vertical offset under the new culvert — this is likely to be unacceptable to BWSC, since the 


° Staged construction refers to the fact that the culverts cannot be built across the busy roadways (Riverway 
and Brookline Avenue) in one stage. Rather traffic has to be shifted in stages to create work zones where 
excavation to install the culvert can occur. This need to build in stages adds to the construction costs. 
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main would be deep and inaccessible. As an alternative, CDM has considered 4 horizontal 
offset into parkland, passing over the culvert with a landscaped mound over it to provide 
cover for frost protection. This concept will probably not meet historic landscape standards. 
Without a workable concept, it is not possible to comment on CDM’s estimated cost, other 
than that it appears to be significantly underestimated. 

Raising Brookline Avenue. CDM’s cost estimate assumes a 2-foot rise in the street grade 
over the culvert. We find this cost to be inadequate. The square yardage indicated is 
inadequate to achieve the rise, based on MHD and BPWD design standards for profiles and 
vertical curves. A longer approach would be needed and this would considerably increase the 
quantity. This proposed grade change would have implications on the grading of the adjacent 
parklands, and this grade change may not meet historic landscape standards. 

Restoration. The estimate should include street paving and curbing restoration work. 
Traffic. The estimate should include modification, relocation and re-timing of traffic lights 
that will be required on a temporary basis for traffic staging and also for final restoration. 
Traffic staging will likely require the removal of curbing, ny pavement, temporary 
curbing, and other related items. 

Traffic — coordination with adjacent projects. The Brookline eon work will likely be 
done while other major construction is underway at Fenway Park and the Longwood Medical 
Area. Close coordination among projects is essential. Our experience with a similar situation 
on Causeway Street tells us that changes in the schedules of adjacent projects may result in 
“changed conditions” for the Muddy River contractor, and, thus, added costs for the project. 
We recommend that an allowance be included for this very likely situation. 

Construction Contingency. The proponents should carry at least 15% to 20% construction 
contingency for the Brookline Avenue culvert construction work to cover unanticipated 
conditions. Consider increasing the design development/contingency factor from 35% to 
40% or 45% for this location. 


Cost Saving Measures Included To Date: 


Use of arch shapes versus box shapes for precast sections. 


Opportunities for Future Cost Savings (at 50%, 75% or 90% design): 


Work closely with BWSC, historic regulators and CAC on a cost-effective approach to the 
48-inch water main relocation. 

Removal of the “jug handle” ramp at Brookline Avenue could save a significant length of 
culvert. This has been proposed by others and will require approval by the Boston 
Transportation Department (BTD) and the Metropolitan District Commission (MDC). 

To facilitate the relocation/support of utilities, consider a shorter culvert section (perhaps 8 
feet instead of the currently proposed 10 feet). 

Since the headwalls will be shaped as “false arches” to hide the actual culvert section shape, 
revisit the arch vs. box shape issue at 50% design to determine if there are any savings in the 
total cost estimate. 

Conduct value engineering at the next design phase for various elements, such as traffic 
staging, utility support/relocation, headwall design, culvert foundation design, general 
construction staging. The objective should be reducing the total estimated cost. Since time is 
the critical factor for work in Brookline Avenue, it may be possible to reduce total cost by 
decreasing the construction duration. 
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Replacement or Mitigation Planting: ish. 
These costs include planting and other landscaping (e.g., pathways) installed to repair the park 
due to construction «tivities, such as dredging, removal of invasive plants, staging areas, and 
daylighting and culver ‘stallation, as well as to meet wetland and historic landscape regulations 
and requirements. This work also includes a two-year guarantee, which reflects the need for 
successful planting to meet regulatory requirements’ and minimize the regrowth of invasive 


species. 


Review of Quantity Take-Offs: Quantities are based on standard estimating practices. For shrubs, 
quantities are square feet while trees are measured per each. The quantities are verifiable and 


appear to represent what is shown on the current landscaping drawings. 


Review of Unit Prices: Unit prices are generally reasonable. In several cases, the unit prices are 
higher than what we have seen on other projects. However, there are at least three factors that 
would tend to justify the higher unit prices: 

e As noted above, this project includes the CAC’s recommendation of a two-year guarantee, 
which adds a surcharge to the price per plant. 

e The species chosen for this project differ from what might be found other projects with heavy 
massive plantings (e.g., highway interchanges, suburban office parks). The planting list for 
this project must follow historic and environmental regulatory considerations, which may 
lead to some more expensive species selections. 

e Survival and sustainability are key for meeting the regulatory requirements as well as for 
preventing the re-growth of invasive species. This leads to the selection of larger materials, 
which tend to have higher survival rate, but also cost more on a unit basis. 


The survival and sustainability issue involves costs that are both capital and maintenance. 
Different owners may choose different approaches to drawing the divide between what the 
contractor does and what the owner’s maintenance forces do. Once the project maintenance plan 
is available for review, the topic of how to best draw that divide should be discussed. The cost 
exists in either case; it is a matter of drawing the line between the capital costs and the 
maintenance costs. 


Babbling Brook: The landscaping for this work is double-counted. It is included in the 
“replacement or mitigation planting” for the Willow Pond and as a separate line item. 


Opportunities for Future Cost Savings (at 50%, 75% or 90% design): 


e Review in detail the landscaping work proposed in light of what is needed to replace 
impacted features and to meet environmental and historic regulatory requirements. 

e Consider the cost/benefit of the proposed 2-year landscape maintenance and guarantee 
period. 

e Review the proposed schedule to allow sufficient time for planting work to be done in its 
proper season. This will lead to higher survival rates and reduce the costs for replacement 
plantings. 

e Consider the total quantity of plant materials vs. the capacity of local nurseries to supply the 
material within a given time period. If necessary, extend the length of time for the planting 
work. 


” For example, Orders of Conditions for Conservation Commissions typically require a multi-year 
guarantee that the replacement wetland planting survives. 
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Structural BMPs 


In Stream Sedimentation Basins: These are constructed by dredging and the same unit prices are 
used as for the other dredging and disposal work. 


Structural BMPs within the Project Area: These include the particle separators, adjusting of 
curbing and basins, and the swale at the Victory Gardens. These prices seem reasonable for the 
work as currently defined. 


Structural BMPs — (“Structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP implementation”): These 


were estimated based on a preliminary review by CDM of suggestions in a report by the Center 
for Watershed Protection. There is no analysis to show that this set of structural BMPs would be 
effective. Rather, it is necessary to monitor the initial implementation of non-structural BMPs in 
order to determine where additional sediment control is needed. From such a determination, a set 
of structural BMPs can be developed and implemented. 


While the exact set of these BMPs is not now known, the estimated figure of $1.9 million 
represents a significant commitment to structural BMPs in the upstream reaches of the Muddy 
River watershed. For now, this appears to be a reasonable figure for this category of structural 
BMPs. 


Opportunities for Future Cost Savings (at 50%, 75% or 90% design): 


e Review in detail the benefit of in-stream basins with regard to the longevity of the project 
benefits. Are all of them necessary to achieve the desired life of the project? This type of 
structural BMP is very costly, particularly for the disposal of sediment. 

e Consider eliminating (or relocating) the in-stream sedimentation basins in areas of RCRA 
sediments. 


Added Engineering Costs 


We believe the added engineering costs are high. As presented by CDM, the increased 
engineering costs are linked to increased construction costs. However, many of the construction 
items that have increased in cost are either simply increased unit costs or incidental work. These 
items add no scope and, therefore, should add no engineering costs. For example, the added costs 
of dredging and disposal add no scope, so no additional engineering costs are justified. Likewise 
some of the “structural BMPs” are incidental construction (e.g., in-stream sedimentation basins, 
which simply involve over-dredging, and the wetland swale, which is a grading detail). For these 
items, there is no scope increase and, thus, no added engineering costs. 


On the other hand, an item such as the more intense replacement/mitigation planting may add 
scope during both the design phase and resident engineering/inspection phase. These items need 
further review during negotiations to determine the true added costs. 


Structural BMPs: We disagree with how the some of the engineering costs were calculated. We 
would classify the structural BMPs as falling into 3 categories: 

1) Work that is integral to dredging operations (in stream sedimentation basins plus the 
wetland swale at the Victory Garden) is not a justifiable additional engineering cost. As 
currently designed by CDM, these basins are merely over-dredging and the swale is a 
grading and planting detail in an area that would be graded and planted in any case. 
These items should be accomplished at no additional design costs. In general, there also 
should be no additional construction administration costs, since the dredging quantities 
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2) 


3) 


with the sedimentation basins are not significantly different from the quantities (and, 
therefore, the construction duration) in the ENF and previous studies. 

The “structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP implementation” are structures that 
will be installed upstream in the watershed, based on the monitoring of the initial years of 
BMP implementation. We recommend that BWSC and the Town of Brookline consider 
the use of their own staff or their on-call consultants for this design. These BMPs are 
spot improvements that are determined after monitoring of the initial non-structural 
BMPs. Their implementation may lag the design effort for the Muddy River restoration 
work. If these items are bid as a separate contract, bids may be high since these are small 
items spread over a large geographic area. As an alternative, we suggest that this work be 
implemented as “add-on items” to other BWSC and Brookline drainage construction 
contracts®. As such, we believe they would be best designed by the municipal agencies 
or their consultants who would be more familiar with site conditions at locations 
upstream of the river and parklands. These parties would also be more familiar with 
agency requirements and procedures. Once that is established, an appropriate figure can 
be estimated for design. 

Other items include correcting MDC curbs and catch basins plus the particle separators 
within parklands near the river. First, it needs to be determined: 1) if all of these will be 
included in the Muddy River restoration design effort, and 2) if all of these will be 
included in the Muddy River Restoration construction contract. If they are included in 
the current design effort, the cost for engineering should be less than stated, as there is 
already a topographic survey with wetland delineations, CDM is familiar with the 
locations, and the areas will be covered by contract plans, so no added plans sheets are 
needed. 


Other Opportunities for Cost Savings — Engineering & Project Management: 


The following opportunities exist to reduce project costs by reducing the scope of work to be 
supplied by consultants: 

e Construction inspection 

e Construction records maintenance 

e Structural BMP design (for locations upstream in watershed) 

e Construction inspection for structural BMPs (for locations upstream in watershed) 


Construction Inspection and Construction Records Maintenance: Considering the number of state 


and municipal agencies involved with and supporting the project, it may be possible to assemble a 
construction inspection staff including a resident engineer and inspectors’. This could reduce the 
level of effort from consultant staffs. 


Municipal agencies, such as BWSC and Brookline DPW, also have experienced construction 
inspection staff. If the Project Maintenance Plan recommends the addition of municipal staff 
position(s) for post-construction maintenance, there is an opportunity to include such personnel in 
construction inspection and/or records keeping during the project’s construction phase. 


* The structural BMP items would be eligible for funding through the Muddy River project. The exact 
details would need to be worked out after the details of the funding agencies and funding agreements are in 


place. 


EOEA agencies, such as MDC, or MWRA might be able to supply staff. Also, EOTC agencies, such as 
MHD or MBTA, might be able to supply staff “on loan.” 
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If staff is available and if the costs of providing such staff can be funded outside the project, this 
option could offer savings over the cost of providing staff from the engineering and project 
management consultants. 


Structural BMP Design and Construction Inspection: See discussion above regarding the possible 
use of BWSC and/or Brookline DPW engineers to design the “structural BMPs based on the 


results of initial BMP implementation.” In addition, if the construction of these structural BMPs 
are included as a part of larger BWSC or BDPW drainage construction contract(s), the 
construction inspection of the BMP structures is just a small fraction of the overall inspection 
effort for the entire construction contract. 
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Other Factors 


Construction Packaging 

Currently, the proposal is for an early contract for Charlesgate (Ipswich Street to Charles River) 
and one large contract for all the work from Ipswich Street through Wards Pond. This large 
“Muddy River Restoration” contract includes three major types of work: 

e dredging and disposal 

e heavy construction-drainage & excavation (culverts and daylighting) 

e landscaping 


Construction packaging can have a significant impact on total cost. Potential benefits of 
increasing the number of construction packages include the increase of competition among 
potential contractors or subcontractors. For example, for dredging, the entire project may be 
beyond the resources of a single dredging contractor, so that splitting the project into two 
dredging contracts may foster competition. 


Disadvantages include the added costs of bidding and managing multiple construction contracts, 
possible conflicts between contractors, and the added effort of coordination among general 
contractors. Another disadvantage of smaller contracts is getting a marginally competent 
contractor “low-balling” the bid and then performing poorly or attempting to recover costs 
through claims. Also, for dredging, there is a certain fixed cost associated with mobilization and 
demobilization of equipment. The more work that is done between mobilization and 
demobilization, the lower the unit cost per cubic yard for dredging. Finally, it may be desirable to 
get a large general contractor as the lead, as this type of contractor has staff familiar with the 
paperwork and “general provisions” of a major infrastructure project. 


A matrix of possible packaging strategies with advantages and disadvantages is shown below: 


One contract - Large general contractor - May limit competition among 
- Minimizes construction | dredging contractors 

administration & inspection work | - Puts 3 types of dissimilar work in 
- One pa ponsibili one contract 
- Separates heavy construction | - Additional costs for construction 
from “light” construction administration; . 

- Potential schedule conflicts; 

- Potential scope conflicts 
- Additional costs for construction 
administration 

- Potential schedule conflicts; 

- Potential scope conflicts 


Two contracts: 
A. Dredging & landscaping 
B. Culverts & Daylighting 


- Separates heavy construction 
from “light” construction 

- More opportunities for 
competition of dredging 
contractors 


Three contracts: 

A. Dredging & landscaping: 
Back Bay Fens 

B. Culverts & Daylighting 

C. Dredging & landscaping: 

Riverway to Wards Pond 

These options should be analyzed to determine if any of these strategies could result in a reduced 


total estimated cost. 
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Bidding Climate 

Conditions in the construction market may impact the actual cost of construction. Generally, 
when there is an abundance of work, contractors will be less concerned with winning new work 
and will bid high. When work is scarcer, contractors will tend to be more competitive and bid 
low. 


The main types of contractors that would be needed for this project include a dredging contractor 
(a specialty field not impacted by trends in general construction), trucking firms, heavy 
construction (excavation, culverts) and a landscaping contractor. 


At this point, it is hard to predict the bidding climate in 2002, when the Muddy River Restoration 
work will be bid. Currently, major contractors are busy with the Central Artery, but by 2002, 
the Artery work will be in decline. Much of the MWRA water program will be completed, and it 
is likely that some of the current building boom will subside. These conditions could make for 
favorable bidding conditions, at least for the general construction work and trucking. The Boston 
area, however, will begin experiencing a great deal of building activity with the construction of 
the Convention Center and Fan Pier among other developments, as well as public infrastructure 
projects such as the Transitway. 


Quality of Materials: . 

When analyzing project costs, a common question is whether the quality of the materials is 
appropriate. Are costly materials being used where a less expensive material could be used? To 
focus on this issue, we divided the project into items involving materials and items that do not 
involve materials. 


Work involving materials: 

e culverts 

e headwalls 

e plant materials (trees, shrubs, etc.) 
e walks and paths 

e drainage structures and structural 
BMPs such as particle separators 


Work not involving materials: 
dredging 

removal of Phragmites 
excavation and daylighting 
disposal 

supporting and relocating utilities 
traffic control and police 


As the graph indicates, most of the work is related to dredging, excavating and disposal work, 
which is not related to the quality of materials selected. Work involving materials is only 
approximately 12% of the cost. 


C:\TEMP\20001222 comments on CDM cost est.doc 


Page 18 


ee SSeSFSSSSSSFSSSSSSSSMMSSSSMSSSSSSSSSFFFS SY 


Work involving materials can be divided into drainage structures (culverts, basins, structural 
BMPs) and landscape work (plants, headwalls, paths). The materials for culvert and structural 
work are determined by structural considerations. Since these elements will not be visible, they 
can be designed as utilitarian. 


The choice of plant materials is determined by the historic consideration of using the planting 
palate of Olmsted with minor revisions. While some of these species are costly, the choice is 
driven by historic and wetland regulations. Nursery stock is chosen by the landscape architecture 
consultant to guarantee quality and increase survival rates. A less costly approach is the use of 
bare root material, but it has a high failure rate and would require significant management time to 
enforce contractor compliance. 


As with the planting, the choice of materials and design of headwalls will also be based on 
historic considerations, namely, the materials chosen by Olmsted for bridges and headwalls. 
While simpler and less costly headwalls could be used, historic considerations will guide the 
design of headwalls. 


For pathways, the materials will be the same as used in adjacent portions of the park. These 
include stone dust for walkways and bituminous concrete for bike paths. These are standard 
materials and are less expensive than other materials such as cement concrete, brick pavers, or 
concrete pavers. 


In short, there are few cost items that are dependent on the cost of finish materials. For plantings 
and headwalls, the choice of materials is driven by historic considerations. For other items, only 
standard materials will be used. 


Risk Factors for Future Changes in the Cost Estimate 

Understanding a cost estimate requires an examination of all the factors that could result in 
significant changes in the cost estimate. Not all of these factors are within the control of the 
project proponents and consultants. In addition, factors influencing cost are always changing, so 
no cost estimate is truly static. 


Major Project Elements 


There are different risk factors for each element of the project. We have identified five major 
elements as follows: 


1. Dredging sediments and removal of Phragmites and other invasives 
2. Disposal of sediments and Phragmites and other invasives 

3. Replacement or mitigation planting 

4. Culverts and daylighting 

5. Structural BMPs 
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Charlesgate redesign & Babbling Brook Restoration 


Structural BMPs Ala be tet 0.1% 


10% 


Disposal (sediments + 


Engineering (Design, construction 
Phragmites) 


services) 


12% 42% 


Replacement or Mitigation 
Planting 
9% 


Sepeae secments & Culverts & Daylighting 


15% 


Dredging costs 
Unit costs typically include many items, including mobilization of equipment, set up of staging 


operations and piping, operating costs, maintenance costs, estimated “down time” due to 
equipment problems, estimated duration of operations, removal of staging area equipment, 
restoration of staging areas, and general demobilization. 


Risk Factors: 

e Actual dredged quantities could differ from current estimated quantities 

e Contractor could experience difficulties with equipment (e.g., excessive down time). 
e Added costs of noise, air pollution, and other mitigation measures, particularly at staging 
areas. 

A needed staging area is not available due to currently unanticipated circumstances. 
Added costs of staging area restoration. 

Difficulties in handling the sediments can add time and costs. 

Intensive in-field inspection by regulatory agencies can add time and costs. 

The exact method of removal of invasive plants can add cost. 

Down-time due to weather can add costs. 


Disposal costs 
Unit costs for disposal are beyond the control of the project. Unit costs are based on the tipping 


fees at landfills plus the cost of trucking from the site to the landfill. The choice of landfills that 
will accept the material are based on DEP and EPA regulations. The other major factor in 
disposal costs is the transportation costs between the site and the potential landfill(s). 


Risk factors: 


e Actual dredged quantities could differ from current estimated quantities 
e Closer landfills could close, increasing trucking costs 
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New regulations for trucking and disposal 

More RCRA sediments could be encountered than currently estimated 
Tipping fees could increase 

Increase in fuel costs could raise trucking costs 


The cost of disposal could also be reduced: 
e Due to quantity, contractor could get better price 


Replacement or mitigation planting costs 
Costs are sensitive to the quantity of planting, the species of plants, the timeframe in which 


planting must be accomplished, the guarantee period, and maintenance requirements. 


Risk factors: 

Final design could call for more work than currently anticipated. 

A planting schedule that is too-tight or spread out over several years could inflate bid prices. 
A schedule that does not allow installation within the desired planting periods will add costs. 
The longer the guarantee period, the higher the planting prices. 

The addition of a long maintenance period (e.g., 2-years) will increase planting prices. 
Change in species (or size of plants) between now and final design could increase costs. 
High quantity of plants could strain the resources of local nurseries, resulting in higher costs 
to obtain plants from more distant locations. 

e Restrictions on contractor access could add costs. 

e Mitigation measures not now defined could add costs. 

e Unfavorable weather conditions may delay work and add costs. 


Culverts and Daylighting 
Cost are sensitive to site conditions, particularly regarding traffic maintenance, hours of 


operation, and subsurface conditions including soils, groundwater and utilities. 


Risk Factors: 

Unanticipated site conditions (surface or subsurface). 

Traffic issues with agencies and adjacent projects. 

Currently unanticipated costs related to the support and/or relocation of existing utilities. 
More police are needed than currently anticipated. 

The traffic staging plan may result in small work zones, adding to the cost. 
Archeological finds during excavation could delay work and add cost. 

See other comments in the section titled Culverts & Daylighting. 


Structural BMPs 

Costs are dependent on the type of BMP. For the in-stream basins, the work is dredging and 

disposal and the factors listed above apply. For BMPs such as particle separators, the factors are 

similar to those for the culvert work, as noted above. There are some additional risk factors 

associated with the “structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP implementation:” 

e The actual number and/or type of structures may increase and the cost may exceed the 
currently estimated figure. 
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e Site conditions may add to cost, particularly if the actual locations of some of these structures 
differ from the currently anticipated locations. 


Conclusions 


The overall approach to preparation of the cost estimate is reasonable and in line with standard 
estimating practice. Most costs are reasonable, based on currently available data for the Boston 
area. 


The following exceptions are noted: 

e Consider adding $650,000 contingency for a possible rise in the rate of inflation. 

e Consider adding $2.5 million/year for a possible delay in the start of construction (or a 
possible lengthening of the construction period). 
Add approximately $300,000 for removal of Phragmites. 
Add approximately $1.0 to $2.0 million for culvert work at the Riverway and Brookline 
Avenue. 

e Consider BWSC participation in the relocation of their 48-inch water main at Brookline 
Avenue, saving approximately $250,000. 
Eliminate the double counting of the $120,000 for the Babbling Brook. 
Consider moving the in-stream sedimentation basins out of the RCRA material, saving 
approximately $300,000. 
Reduce the “additional engineering” costs by approximately $2.1 to $2.4 million. 
Consider use of state or municipal staff (if available) in construction inspection work, 
potentially saving up to $1.5 million. 

e Consider use of municipal staff (if available) for design and construction inspection of the 
“structural BMPs based on results of initial BMP implementation,” which would be located 
in the upper reaches of the watershed, potentially saving up to $200,000. 


Thus, our conclusion is that the estimated project cost could change by a net amount ranging from 
an increase of approximately $1.0 million to a decrease in the order of $300,000. In effect, the 
total estimated cost by CDM is a reasonable cost based on currently anticipated conditions. 


The project should be subject to a value engineering analyses at various stages of design. Topics 

to be consider should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

e Phragmites removal methods 

e Culverts at the Riverway and Brookline Avenue, particularly utility support/relocation, traffic 
maintenance, and construction staging. 

e In-stream sedimentation basins. 


Finally, the proponents should carefully review the scope of the replacement or mitigation 
planting. These are significant costs and may be subject to further scrutiny. However, they do 
appear to represent a reasonable order of magnitude of work necessary to meet environmental and 
historic regulatory requirements. 
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MUDDY RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT 


CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE BASED ON CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 
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EMERALD NECKLACE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 
PHASE I MUDDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, 
WATER QUALITY, HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 


Project Cost Estimate — Overview 


January 9, 2001 


Prepared by: 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Prepared for: 
City of Boston 
Town of Brookline 
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The Project Objectives. 


The Phase 1 — Emerald Necklace/Muddy River Restoration Project is a complex and 
unique undertaking, which has brought together a broad coalition of public sector elected 
and appointed officials, business representatives, medical, educational and art 
institutions, residential neighbors and non-profit organizations. The project initiates the 
restoration of an internationally renowned historic landscape listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and locally landmarked. In focusing on the ecological 
restoration of an urban river and park system, it will: 


-Improve flood control by increasing the hydraulic capacity of the Muddy River; 
-Improve water quality of the Necklace’s waterways; 

-Enhance aquatic/riparian habitat; 

-Restore the landscape and historic resources; and 


-Protect the public’s investment by implementing “Best Management Practices” that will 
ensure longer-term protections as a result of the project work. 


The Project’s Progression 


Over the course of the past 11 months, the communities of Boston and Brookline have 
worked with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and numerous agencies, civic groups 
and consultants to lay the ground work for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
These groups have included: the Massachusetts Congressional delegation, the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Massachusetts 
Emergency Management Agency, the Boston Water & Sewer Commission, The Emerald 
Necklace Conservancy, and consultants Camp Dresser and McKee Inc. (CDM) and 
Parsons Brinckerhoff. In addition, a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) has met 14 
times since September 1999 and there have been two public information meeting as part 
of this process to ensure a fully scoped and informed process and project. The beginning 
of this process started with the development and submission to Massachusetts of the 1999 
Environmental Notification Form (ENF), which incorporated the results of numerous 
studies dating back to 1996 and earlier. In response to the ENF, the Secretary of the 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs issued on April 29, 1999 two 
Certificates: one for the requirements and scope for an EIR, and another establishing a 
Special Review Procedure. Since February 2000, CDM and their subconsultants have 
collected significantly detailed scientific data, extensive surveys, comprehensive historic 
documentation, and up-to-date hydrologic modeling data. This comprehensive additional 
information has offered better delineation of the engineering and restoration requirements 
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for the project. The consultants have spent over 30,000 hours collecting this information. 
Also, enormous staff support has been provided by agencies within Boston, Brookline, 
and the Commonwealth, not to mention the significant contributions of time and 
expertise provided by volunteers, including but not limited to those serving on the 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee. In addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
USGS have collected new information that has been incorporated into the Draft EIR. 


The result of this massive data collection effort has been to make the Draft EIR cost 
estimate more thorough, comprehensive, and accurate than any prior estimate. 
Significant differences in the approaches have uncovered new site conditions originally 
not understood. Some highlights include: 


-Ten times more sediment data in the EIR (150 samples in addition to the original 15 


samples). We now know that there is significantly more contaminated sediments that will 
need disposal. Overall, over 50% of the project costs lie in the dredging and disposal of 
sediment and invasive species (namely Phragmites). About 12% of that amount is solely 
sediment disposal. 


-The detailed surveys, field investigations, and wetlands delineations revealed the rapid 
Phragmites expansion. Since the ENF was issued, the overall volume of this invasive 


species has grown. More importantly, engineering investigations show the Phragmites 
must be removed in two steps (one for the reeds, one for the root mass), instead of the 
single step originally assumed. 


-Analyses show that water quality in the Muddy River is improving, and annual sediment 
loadings have been cut in half over the last ten years. Present estimates show that under 


present rates, re-sedimentation may occur in 50 years. By investing an additional $11 
million in future improvements in the form of structural best management practices, the 
rate of re-sedimentation can be extended to over 70 years—just about a life time. 


Subsequent pages describe the differences in costs between the ENF and the Draft EIR. 
The differences cover the full spectrum of project activities and objectives, including 
provisions for inflation, mitigation planting for areas that are disturbed, providing 
infrastructure to protect the public’s investment, handling the enormous volumes of 
hazardous materials, restoring historic features, and addressing unforeseen problems once 


groundbreaking gets under way. 
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Structural BMPs 


Babbling Brook Historic Features 4 10.0% 
Lado pee . Chariesgate redesign 
0.1% : ; — &reconstruction 
Culverts & Daylighting — 7 0.6% 
14.6% Engineering (Design, 
_-— construction services) 
12.0% 
-. Project Management 
te 0.9% 
Dredging sediments & 
; — removing Phragmites 
9.8% 
Disposal (sediments + 
Phragmites) Replacement or 
41.6% Mitigation Planting 
9.4% 
Summary of Project Costs! 
Dredging sediments & removing Phragmites 8,980,000 
Replacement or Mitigation Planting 8,640,000 
Disposal (sediments + Phragmites) 38,133,000 
Culverts & Daylighting 13,412,000 
Babbling Brook Restoration 120,000 
Historic Features 793,000 
Structural BMPs 9,155,000 
Charlesgate redesign & reconstruction 525,000 
Engineering (Design, construction services) 11,000,000 
Project Management 845,000 
Total . 91,603,000 


Note: 
1 Cost items include inflation to mid-point of construction plus the Design Development/ 
Contingency factor. See notes on page 7. 
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DISCUSSION OF COST BREAKDOWN 


1. Structural BMPs ( $11,087,000 differential, includes engineering costs) 
No significant structural BMPs were included in the ENF. 


Cost Effectiveness. 

The cost effectiveness of structural BMPs is that they help preserve the constructed 
project by continuing to improve sediment removal efficiencies in future years. The 
implementation of BMPs is a project objective and their importance is reinforced the 
Secretary’s Certificate, which expressly requires structural BMPs and demonstration 
projects be included in the DEIR. The extent, nature, and type of structural BMPs has 
not been finalized. The cost estimate is based on known problem areas, BMPs consistent 
with a park setting, and an evolutionary approach that phases in BMPs as the engineering 
evaluations are completed and likely effectiveness is assessed. 


2. Phragmites—($9,172,000 differential) 

First, there is a greater volume of Phragmites to be removed than estimated in the ENF. 
We conducted a detailed wetlands delineation with explicit survey points that determined 
the phragmites volume with greater accuracy. In addition, the Phragmites themselves 
have grown and invaded more area. Second, the cost of removal, disposal and refilling 
was not addressed separately in the ENF. Based on detailed engineering evaluations, 
Phragmites will have to be removed in two stages, one for the reeds, another for the root 
mass, thereby increasing costs. The ENF assumed the Phragmites could be removed in 
one step. 


Cost Effectiveness. 

Our estimates contain all costs associated with removing, disposing and refilling all past 
and newly grown areas of Phragmites. We intend to use excavator or cutter heads to 
remove the Phragmites. 


3. Replacement or Mitigation Planting—($4,679,000 differential) 


The ENF assumed disturbed areas would be merely re-seeded as lawn and emergent plant 
material, and no historic landscaping would take place. Through the CAC process and 
meetings with regulators, it has become apparent that meeting the project objectives of 
historic preservation and habitat enhancement in the context of current regulations 
requires a more intense planting effort. Therefore, the DEIR contains provisions to 
replace disturbed areas with historic landscaping and wetlands species consistent with the 
Emerald Necklace Master Plan. 
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Cost Effectiveness. 
The planting plans are consistent with Olmsted’s to the point practical. However, to 


minimize costs, the DEIR includes wider spacing between plants and use of less 
expensive indigenous plants and shrubs that provide the same visual effect but at lower 


cost. 


4. Remaining Project Elements (Dredging, Culverts & Daylighting)}—($4,818,000 


differential) 
The estimated cost difference of the remaining project elements (such as dredging and 
flood control infrastructure such as the daylighting at Sears Parking Lot) including 
engineering are lumped together in this category. 


Cost Effectiveness. 

CDM reviewed alternative approaches for dredging and multiple designs for improving 
flood carrying capacity. The approach and designs included in the DEIR are the least 
expensive alternatives that meet the project’s objectives. Note that some reductions in 
total project cost might accrue via value engineering. CDM’s experience suggests that 
any Savings will be less than 10%. 


5. Disposal Costs 


Disposal costs include the removal of hazardous and non-hazardous sediments. 


Hazardous Sediments—($3, 149,000 differential) 

The ENF sediment estimates were based on up to 15 samples collected along the entire 
length of the river. The DEIR estimates has the advantage of the data collected from 150 
samples collected along the river (i.e., ten times more contaminant information). As a 
result, we estimate that there is significantly more hazardous sediment (6,700 cubic yards 
versus 25,870 cubic yards). 


Cost Effectiveness. 

Although the volume of contaminated sediment went up, we have actually worked to 
keep the disposal costs down based on our experience in stabilizing lead wastes on large- 
scale projects. The DEIR unit cost is $187.50/cubic yard compared to $254.00/cubic 


yard included in the ENF. 


Non-Hazardous Sediments—($2,514,000 differential) 

Although the quantities of non-hazardous sediment is slightly lower than those estimated 
in the ENF, the unit disposal costs are significantly higher ($79.87/cubic yard in the ENF 
versus $137.50/cubic yard). The ENF unit cost is much lower than today’s market 
conditions—perhaps the unit cost reflected only the tipping fee and excluded the cost of 


transport. 
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Cost Effectiveness. 

CDM’s unit costs are based on hard bid data obtained on the Central Artery Project. Our 
unit cost reflects a rate recently negotiated by contractors at landfills for similar sediment 
volumes with similar physical characteristics. 


6. Historic Features-- ($287,000 differential) 

The repair of the Fens Bridge and historic islands is an additional item in the DEIR that 
was not considered or included in the ENF and also goes toward meeting the historic 
preservation objective of the Secretary’s Certificate. 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The cost estimate reflects the most up to date prices for work of this type. 


Notes Regarding Design Development, Contingencies and Inflation Factors 
Cost items include inflation to mid-point of construction plus the Design Development/ 
Contingency factor. 


Inflation Allowance—($5,099,000 differential) 

The calculated cost of inflation from the DEIR stage to the estimated mid-point of 
construction has been added to the construction cost at a rate of 2.5% per year. The ENF 
included no inflation cost. Inflation is schedule-dependent, so as the project gets delayed, 
construction costs will continue to rise. 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The rate we used is based on present construction industry rates for time and materials, 


and was validated by Parson’s independent review. 


Design Development and Contingencies—{$7,477,000 differential) 


Relying on 50 years of experience on complex projects of similar size, CDM 
recommends an allowance of this proportion (approximately 19% to 22% of project cost 
depending on river segment), especially since we are only at the conceptual design stage 
(i.e., only about 20% of the project has been designed). 


Cost Effectiveness. 
The overall percentage falls on the low range of values typically used for projects of this 
magnitude. Examples of unforeseen problems that could be encountered: 

-Changed underground conditions, such as undisclosed utilities in the project 
path, or soil and rock conditions that are different between boring locations; 

-Weather or storm delays that extend project schedules and present flood flow 


handling problems; 
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-Quantity estimate changes, wherein actual quantities of some contract items vary 


from the engineer’s estimate; 

-Changes in scope, such as having to replace a catch basin that was originally 
thought to be structurally sound but wasn’t; 

-Changes in groundwater levels, requiring greater dewatering and impeding 
project progress; 

-Changes in the construction “environment,” whereby local citizens take issue and 
complain about the contractor’s operations, necessitating changes in operations, 
conditions or operating hours. (An extreme example of this is the barging of people and 
materials to the Deer Island Treatment Facility at considerable extra Spe to address 
Winthrop’s residents’ concerns about local traffic.) 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 6, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 
Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 

RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule 
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Construction Cost Estimate — 
continuation of discussion 
-Feb-2001 Overview of Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) outline 


Discussion of How the CAC will 
Review the Draft EIR 

Nihon om Scheduling of Meetings to Review 
Draft EIR 


Note: Additional CAC Meetings will be scheduled. 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


Egan Center 
Northeastern 
Univ. 


Faculty Center, 
Kerr Hall 
96 The Fenway 


Northeastern Univ. 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


™ Field St. 4% 


Riggtes 


Columbus Ave. Lot: 
Pay Parking Availab 


&® Green Line 
® Orange Line i 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 


Il. 


Ill. 


IV. 


Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Monday, February 26, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, PE, Project Manager 


Project Update — Consultant’s Report 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Discussion (continued from January 25, 2001 Meeting): 
Overview of Project Elements and Construction Cost Estimate 
Q&A/Discussion with CAC 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Overview of Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Bruce R. Conklin, PE, Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:30 


6:30 — 6:40 


6:40 — 8:00 


8:00 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


\\parksmail\bospark\Muddy\CAC Meetings \CAC-15 Feb 26 2001\CAC_Agenda_Feb_26_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — February 26, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 

I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 


i Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


III Discussion (continued from January 25, 2001 meeting): 
Overview of Project Elements and Construction Cost Estimate 


Q&A/Discussion with CAC 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting. John Burckardt informed the CAC that this meeting 
marked one full year of CAC meetings. He also stated that letters had been received from 
Hugh Mattison and George Hagerty. Mr. Mattison’s letter, which was sent to the Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA), addressed the subject of goose control. Mr. Mattison 
asked if there were members of the CAC who would be interested in assisting on this issue. 
The CAC expressed interest but first wanted to collect information on what other agencies are 
doing to control geese. Pat Austin of the Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) was listed 
as an excellent source given the work the MDC has done to protect Quabbin Reservoir from 
the problem. Mr. Burckardt stated that he would follow up with the MDC and obtain any 
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information. Mr. Hagerty’s letter raised specific issues on the cost estimates, which were 
discussed later in the night. 


II Project Update 

Mr. Conklin summarized project status. Last month the Client Group provided comments on 
the first draft of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which the consultants are presently 
addressing. Mr. Conklin said that he would be going through the outline tonight after the 
discussion of the costs and project elements was completed. 


Ill Discussion 
The first issue to be discussed was a question from last month's meeting: Could we reduce 
capital costs by spending more on Best Management Practices (BMPs)? 


Mr. Conklin responded by showing a PowerPoint slide showing some examples of BMP costs 
versus capital costs. The cost per cubic yard to re-dredge once sediment reaches the river is 
from $180 to $218 per cubic yard. By contrast, it costs $170 to clean a catch basin containing 
approximately 0.5 cubic yards of trapped sediment ( a realistic estimate given data provided by 
Brookline and Boston). Therefore, the cost of removing sediment from the catch basin would 
be $340 per cubic yard. 


CAC comment: It is unacceptable to make a case for allowing the sediment to fill in portions of 
the river and then re-dredge. We should be thinking in terms of sustainable development and 
need to push the project in this direction. 


CAC comment: Olmsted actually planned on doing dredging. 
Do the costs cover site restoration after disturbance? What about the costs of resource impacts 
that may not presently be quantifiable? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the costs per cubic yard are only the dredging costs, which are 
based on actual bid construction costs. 


CAC comment: We need to put the $90 million cost in perspective. We need to know what 
other towns and cities are spending on Street sweeping, catch basin cleaning, and mowing to 
demonstrate that our costs are in line with what others are doing. Right now, we do not have a 
dedicated crew for these activities. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the Management and Maintenance Plan will lay out what the 
annual costs of a well-funded maintenance plan should be. The Memorandum of 
Understanding suggests a cost sharing of these costs is the present thinking, instead of 
dedicating a crew solely for the Emerald Necklace. A dedicated crew could be considered as 
an alternative for the future. 


CAC comment: The Brookline Master Plan recommends that sediment traps should be 
cleaned out every two years. Are we examining what is actually taking place in the 
communities and whether standard practices are being met. 


Mr. Conklin responded yes, those issues are being examined particularly catch basin cleaning 
and street sweeping. 
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CAC Comment: We need to keep in mind that the Muddy River is no longer a natural system, 
but an “artificial” system. 


The discussion turned to specific issues identified in Mr. Hagerty’s letter on costs. 


Item 1b-Coordinators Office. The letter recommends forming a separate management and 
maintenance team for the Emerald Necklace. 


Mr. Conklin responded that there is a need to look at every facet of the park, patterns of use, 
how trucks empty trash, equipment needed, dedicating crews, etc. These facets need to be 
summarized, and have costs assigned to them to demonstrate to that the municipalities 
understand the resources that are needed, and are willing to commit the $1 million or $2 
million required, especially in light of competition for funds for schools and hospitals. 


CAC comment: The National Park Service has done a lot of research on these issues (e.g., 
how to stop trampling and erosion at Gettysburg Civil War site). We should collect what 
information is available. 


CAC comment: The park needs a “management voice ”__responsible for scheduling 
maintenance, tracking progress, and identifying labor and equipment requirements. 


CAC Comment: Perhaps, the Emerald Necklace Conservancy could make it their role to 
provide that type of coordination. 


CAC Comment: Louisville, KY has a park system that is jointly managed by the city and the 
county. They have completed some remarkable restorations. There are models to go by that 
address the kind of management system we are discussing for the Emerald Necklace. 


CAC Comment: A discussion needs to take place about what the best management system is, 
and what the project should consist of. To date, engineers have led the discussion, and the 
larger issues require input from a much wider spectrum of people than are present in the 
room. How will we pay for this? We didn’t have the money when the project was believed to 
cost $40 million. How will we pay for a $90 million project. Perhaps, we should scale back 
and consider a smaller project. 


CAC Comment: We need political activity and advocacy. How do we convince people that this 
project has long term public interest. We have to make people be aware that we have a 
responsible program in place to protect the public's investment. 


Susan Jeghelian asked if the CAC wanted to table this issue until April. It was agreed to table 
the issue until then. 


CAC Comment: This project is primarily a flood mitigation plan. We need to develop a fall 
back position. If push comes to shove, where is there fat that we can trim? 


Mr. Conklin responded that there may be savings with the “jug handle” improvements, 
depending on the configuration. The project will cost less if the jug handle improvement 
requires a shorter culvert. Note that there will be some offsetting added costs because the 
daylighted section would be longer. 
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CAC Comment: We need to be careful to balance the Corps of Engineer’s mandate with 
respect to flood control and aquatic habitat restoration with the need for historic restoration. 


Item 3—Replacement or Mitigation Planting. Mr. Hagerty's letter raised the issue of what 


was meant by the term planting consistent with Olmsted's “to the point practicable.” 


Marion Pressley responded that the consultants have inventoried all the existing plants. The 
preliminary drawings in the draft EIR do not include plant lists, but rather, plant massing 
diagrams showing where low, middle and tall shrubs should be placed. LEC has gone over the 
diagrams and made recommendations on what specific plants should be considered for wetland 
areas. Overall, a large list of plants exists from which specific species will be selected. This 
list is included in the draft EIR. To provide costs for planting in the draft EIR given that 
specific species have not been selected, Pressley Associates picked some “typical” plant types 
and assumed a level of appropriate spacing. Costs were developed from present nursery prices 
and were based on square footage. Low shrubs are typically 12 inches to 18 inches high. 
Medium shrubs are typically 24 inches to 36 inches high. Note that the cost of mass plantings 
(i.e., buying in bulk) is less expensive than replacing individual plants. For individual plants, 
take the wholesale price and multiply it by a factor of 2.5. To increase the contractor’s 
maintenance and replacement period to 2 years, take the wholesale price and multiply it by a 
factor of 3.0. 


CAC Comment: What is considered “maintenance?” 


Ms. Pressley responded that a contractor will guarantee his plantings up to a specified period, 
depending on the contract. During that time, the contractor will water and fertilize, and replace 
any plants that die. We have listened to the CAC and have heard the strong message that 
maintenance must be included in everything—including plant care. The costs presented in the 
draft EIR reflect this. 


CAC Comment: To what degree does the Maintenance and Management Plan consider 
training park maintenance staff? Will they be in a position to take over in two years and 
provide adequate care? Is specialized training needed (e.g., as to how grass should be 
mowed)? 


Ms. Pressley responded that things have improved significantly since 1998. Brookline now 
brings in tree specialists. Boston has recently hired a horticultural group. 


CAC Comment: Who negotiates the terms with the contractor to determine what needs to be 
replaced? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the Clerk of the Works or Resident Engineer will direct the 
contractor to replace dead plant material in accordance with the terms and conditions in the 
specifications. 


CAC Comment: This project is a model one of enormous scale. There is an advocacy element 
that Boston and Brookline and the MDC need to develop: pride of job. The parks’ staff is not 
as highly respected as the original caretakers are. 


Fran Beatty responded that Commissioner Liff has taken steps to improve pride of job, 
particularly in hiring the horticultural crew whose focus will be on Franklin Park and the 
Emerald Necklace. The Parks Department is optimistic that things are improving and will 
continue to improve. 
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CAC Comment: We need four Bernie Lynches! How much does Roy's horticultural crew cost? 
We are pleased that the consultants are speaking with the horticulturists on both sides of the 
river. 


Mr. Car] Noyes of Cortell Associates responded that the Management and Maintenance Plan 
contains answers to how much more additional funding is needed. For example, the Boston 
needs to hire four more laborers. 


CAC Comment: Will costs for plantings be broken out separately? 
Mr. Conklin responded yes. In fact, a separate cost estimate is provided for each river segment. 


Item 5a—Hazardous sediment. Mr. Haggerty’s letter raises the issue of identifying the 
potential source of lead contamination near the Victory Gardens given the high cost to remove 
and dispose of the sediment because of lead toxicity. 


Mr. Conklin responded that the consultants have tried to examine the likely sources of lead 
found in different areas of the watershed, concluding that a possible source is likely urban 
runoff from automobile exhaust. The source of the high lead measured near the Victory 
Gardens is uncertain. We should use the water quality monitoring program identified in the 
Maintenance and Management Plan as a means of assessing lead levels in the water. If the lead 
source is automobiles, then we expect concentrations to decline given that leaded gasoline is 
no longer used. An increase in lead concentrations would suggest that maybe fertilizing and 
pesticide practices in the Victory Gardens may be the source. 


CAC Comment: People are fishing in the river. Is there a risk of exposure if people eat the 
fish? 


Mr. Conklin responded yes. Fish are ingesting contaminants so people that eat the fish are 
being exposed. 


CAC Comment: Have the folks in the Victory Gardens analyzed any samples for lead? 


Mr. Conklin responded no, but the consultants and Boston Parks and Recreation met with the 
Fenway Garden Society. They are interested in determining whether they are a cause of the 
lead problem in the sediments. 


CAC Comment: What is a bioretention area? Will it contain sand? Or are we using a different 
definition of bioretention area? 


Mr. Conklin responded that we are not using the classic definition. There will be no subgrade 
sand layer because the groundwater table is too high. 


Item 6 in Mr. Hagerty’s letter refers to the inflation rate. The costs are based on a 2.5% 
inflation factor. Is this realistic and what hedge does it provide? Shouldn't we use a higher 
rate? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the rate is appropriate and based on current cost indices. A 5% 
allowance for inflation would add $500,000 to the cost of the project. In general, the 2.5% rate 
is not that conservative. The issue is how high do we want to make the cost estimate go, as we 
begin discussions with the funding sources. 
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Item 7 in Mr. Hagerty’s letter addressed the number of construction packages assumed for the 
project. 


Mr. Conklin stated that the consultants assumed 3 construction packages. 


CAC Comment: What percentage of the project costs is for flooding versus historic restoration 
and habitat restoration? 


Mr. Conklin responded that the costs for each are broken out by river segment in the Draft 
EIR. 


Mr. Conklin proceeded to walk the CAC through an outline of the Draft EIR. 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
Other comments included: 


A comment was made that the issue of enforcement is a real concern. What is in place now to 
ensure BMPs will be implemented and maintained? What recourse is there if agencies are 
not doing their job? 


Betsy Shure-Gross of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) responded that 
the CAC could define the reporting requirements as part of the MEPA process. Issues with 
enforcement and implementation of BMPs can be identified in the Annual Update to the 
Secretary. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the CAC was scheduled for March 14, 2001 and will focus on the 
elements of the report and setting a schedule for review. Laura Rome will attend this meeting 
to answer any questions about the MEPA process. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 —Letter from Mr. George Hagerty dated 02/19/01 
Attachment 3 — Outline of Draft EIR 
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National Park Service 
Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community 
Development Corp 


Jamaica Pond Project 


Brookline Resident 


Historic Massachusetts 


Mahoney, Hawkes & Goldings 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
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Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 


Page 1 of zo 


Attachment | 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting Sign-In Sh 
February 26, 2001 

Name Affiliation Signature 
John Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 
Arleyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 
John A. Martin Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond 
Lauren Meier 
Paul Mentag Fenway Alliance 
Mary Crain Penniman Charles River Watershed Association 
Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 
George Proakis Boston Resident 
Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society 

Fenway Community 

Roscoe Sandlin Development Corp 
Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
\parksmaillbospark\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-15 Feb 26 2001\[CAC Sign-in Feb_26_2001.xls]CAC Directory ( 
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GEORGE HAGERTY 
FENWAY STUDIOS 
No. 402 
30 IPSWICH STREET, Boston, MA 02215 
617-247-3508 
781-344-9564 


Mr. John Burckardt 

Project Manager 

Muddy River Restoration Project 
Boston Parks Department 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue 
Boston, MA 02118 


February 19, 2001 


Dear John: 


Enclosed are my comments on the “Project Cost Estimates —- Overview” dated January 9, 
2000 and provided to members of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) by Camp 
Dresser & McKee Inc., (CDM) in preparation for the February 26" CAC meeting. I will 
quote their subject headings and include page references, as well as commenting on the 
Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) review of same. 


Pg. 5 

1. Structural BMPs 
“  Secretary’s Certificate, which expressly requires structural BMPs sven Lhe extent, 
nature and type of structural BMPs has not been finalized.” 


a) When will this list of information be finalized, with the attendant costs? 

b) I would like to take this moment to reference Richard Heath’s letter to you, 
dated November 20, 2000 and provided to all CAC members. In it, he proposes an 
Emerald Necklace “coordinators office” of up to five people to form a separate 
management and maintenance team for the future of the river and parkland as a BMP. 
Though seemingly out of the flooding and water-quality scope of the Muddy River 
Restoration Project per se, I do believe that the history of ineffective maintenance and 
upkeep by the City of Boston, Town of Brookline and Metropolitan District Commission 
of Olmsted’s Muddy River park system need to be addressed as a BMP issue. I think this 
should be fully costed out and proposed in the DEIR as Mr. Heath suggests. If this cost is 
decided by the CAC to be prohibitive, at least the DEIR may act in an advocacy capacity 
to suggest this as a future remedy for the current system of management and 
maintenance. 


Pg. 6 
(Con’t) 3. Replacement or Mitigation Planting 


Cost Effectiveness 
“ _.consistent with Olmsted’s to the point of practical.” 
a) Who determined this qualitative assessment of planting material? 


“_.DEIR includes wider spacing ....use of less expensive indigenous plants and 
shrubs...” 
a) This is the first time I have heard of this re Marion Pressley and the historic 
replanting she has been working on. Can we cost out actual spacing and 
similar plant material unit costs as per Olmsted’s list and the 1999 Master 
' Plan as I thought was being done by Marion? Though the CAC may concur 
with CDM’s statement in the DEIR, it would be useful to know the added 
costs incurred by following the historic plans to the letter (as practically as 
possible). 


4, Remaining Project Elements (Dredging, Culverts & Daylighting) 
Cost Effectiveness 


a) Can we add the cost (or savings) for removing the “jug-handle” at Brookline 
Avenue? Though we may not get the necessary approvals from the MDC and 
BTD, the potential cost (savings) may in fact help leverage the removal of 
these intrusions into the park system. Parsons Brinckerhoff recommends this 
costing well on page 11 of their Review. 


5. Disposal Costs 
Hazardous Sediments 

a) Can we add costs for a scientific/engineering investigation into the reasons for 
the spike in lead contaminated sediments at the Back Bay Fens? Since they 
have been identified (and almost exclusively located) in this area, and 
represent such a large percentage of the disposal costs due to their hazardous 
nature (approx.’$20 million of the $47 million Back Bay Fens cost — 55% of 
total project solids disposal costs), might it make sense to determine the 
reason for their presence in such quantity? It seems sensible to me that if we 
were to spend the money to determine the reason for their presence now, we 
may be able to conclude that no further action is necessary for future 
abatement (i.e. this dredging will permanently remove >90%{?} and no new 
Pb sediments are likely to accumulate). On the other hand, if we don’t take a 
look at their route of arrival into the Muddy River now, then we may be faced 
with even higher disposal or treatment costs in the future (albeit 50-70 yrs if 
all BMPs are enacted). If the cost for this determination is to high, the CAC 
may disregard this added cost, but it would be helpful to have the choice. I 
must add that due to the extremely active human use of the riverbank at this 
juncture (Victory Gardens) and the hoped for use of the river in even more 
intensive ways post restoration (canoeing?), this seems to be a very severe 
health issue. 


Pg. 7 


Notes 
Inflation 
“added to the construction cost at a rate of 2.5%...” 


a) I would suggest that this be raised, especially with current economic cycles 
changing. I believe PB recommends this also. My suggestion would be 3% 
as a minor hedge, 4% as a moderate level and %5 as an outside, and probably 
unrealistic, limit. 


With regard to PB’s REVIEW: 


Executive Summary 
a) I concur with all their additions and recommend they be factored into an 
adjusted cost analysis. I must say their recent experience with unforeseen 
sedimentation, unknown geological features and utility (Transit) proximity to 
a project site vis-a-vis the CAT/Turnpike/Ted Williams Tunnel should be 
respected as per their comments at the top of page 3! 


Other Factors 
Construction Packaging 
a) I would agree with the three-contract option presented in their matrix of 
packaging strategies. 


Thanks very much for all your time and effort on this wonderful (but costly) project. 
Yours sincerely, 


George Hagerty 
(Via email attachment) 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 7, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
RE: Upcoming Meeting; Other Information 


Wednesday, March 14, 2001 
Northeastern University 
Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Genter 


Agenda Topics: - Discussion of How the CAC will Review and Develop 
Comments on the Draft EIR 


- Scheduling Meetings for the CAC's DEIR Review and 
Comment Process 


Note: Additional CAC Meetings will be scheduled at this meeting. 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Enclosures: 


1. Memorandum on Goose Control, dated February 27, 2001. 


2. Possible Dates for Upcoming CAC Meetings 


3. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of November 15, 2000. 


Please review the meeting summary. Submit written comments within 7 calendar 
days John Burckardt by fax (617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) 

The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments 
will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


Please see attached notes on the CAC’s review of the Draft EIR. 


Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 


Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 
41— Faculty Club 


ie 96 The Fenway 
stland fhe 
<t, 


4 z ale: 
4] Northeastern U. — 
Prym| | Green Line Station fiaxps 


bon a e 


a7 ro 
2 GAR ee 
VENUE Eorsvth Ss y Huntington 
| oie 
me 8 \ A : 
Z omy a \ 
aie r 


{| Columbus Ave. Lot -- 


; z Pay Parking Available 
rake ore \ ae | 
= a 
Ruggles MBTA Ds ‘\ : 
From The Fenway (walking): 


Station 
The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 


(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
right) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Parking Garage: 
Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 
Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway. 


@ Green Line 
& Orange Line 


Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
by the CAC 


General: 

The CAC’s role, as defined in the Secretary’s Certificate, is to advise the Secretary in his evaluation of the 
proponent’s proposed means and measures to avoid or minimize and mitigate damage to the environment, while 
achieving the project’s goals of flood control, water quality improvement, habitat enhancement, historic 
preservation, and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). The CAC’s task is to review proposed 
activities, comment on the feasibility of different approaches and their likely environmental impacts, and assist 
the proponent in generating and reviewing alternatives which would avoid or minimize damage to the 
environment. 


In the upcoming review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the CAC will fulfill the role for which 
it was assembled by drafting a letter to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs commenting on the adequacy of 
the DEIR. 


For an outline of how the CAC will go about its review of the DEIR, please refer to the enclosed meeting 
summary from November 15, 2000. Item II (starting on the bottom of page 1) includes a summary of the 
preliminary discussion of the CAC review process that took place at the November 15th meeting. 


CAC Review Period: 

The CAC will be given a “Pre-Filing” Draft of the EIR prior to the proponent’s filing the DEIR with the Secretary 
of Environmental Affairs. During this 30-day period, the CAC will meet to discuss its collective comments on 
the DEIR. The CAC will send its comments in a letter to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 


If the CAC wishes a longer period, the CAC may request that the proponent allow a longer review period (swh as 
60-days). | 


After receipt of the CAC’s comments, the “Pre-Filing” DEIR will be re-edited to include the CAC’s comments 
and then issued to the Secretary and the public. 


Support Available to the CAC: 
The project proponents will support the CAC in its review and comment process, including: 


e Meeting rooms at Northeastern University; 

e A note-taker for each meeting. Comments will be transcribed and distributed to the CAC prior to the 
following meeting; 

e When requested by the CAC, member(s) of the CDM team can be present for questions on the DEIR. 

e A laptop computer with projector and screen, so that the CAC’s comments can be projected for group review 
and editing at the meetings; and 

e Other general clerical support such as copying of documents, distribution of materials and mailing. 


Additional CAC Meetings: 
At the March 14th meeting, the CAC will choose dates for additional meetings for the purpose of its review of the 


DEIR. Please bring your calendars. We anticipate the review period to start in April. If the CAC requests a 60- 
day review period, this would run into June. 


Please note that it may not be possible to schedule meetings such that all CAC members will be available for all 
review meetings. 


The proponents have reserved rooms at Northeastern U. for Mondays and Wednesdays in April through June. A 
list of these dates is included. 


If you cannot attend the March 14th CAC Meeting, please let us know your times when your are available and 
unavailable. Please e-mail, fax or mail your schedule to John Burckardt c/o Boston Parks & Recreation no later 
than March 13th: 


e-mail: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us Sax: (617) 635-3256 
mail: 1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd floor, Boston, MA 02118 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Faculty Club, Northeastern Universi-; 


Kerr Hall — 96 The Fenway i DRAFT 
Wednesday, March 14, 2001 03/07/01 _9:53 AM 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 
Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:20 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Project Update 6:20-6:30 


Bruce R. Conklin, P. E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Discussion of How the CAC will Review and Develop Comments on the 
Draft EIR 6:30 - 7:50 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Scheduling Meetings for the CAC's DEIR Review and 


Comment Process . 7:50 - 8:20 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 — 8:30 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-18 Mar 14 2001\CAC_Agenda_Mar14_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — March 14, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Faculty Club, Northeastern University Kerr Hall — 96 The Fenway 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment I. 


<a Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of regia Ressiicn CAC Facilitator 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


II Project Update 
Bruce R. Conklin, P.E., Vice President 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. 


Il Discussion of CAC DEIR Review and Comments Process 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


Summary 

I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 

Susan Jeghelian opened the meeting and reviewed the agenda. Susan welcomed Ed Burke as the 
new CAC member substituted for Irene Gillis on behalf of Restore Olmsted's Waterways, and 
Kathy Baskin as a potential substitute for Mary Crain Penniman on behalf of Charles River 
Watershed Association. 


John Burckardt reported that CAC members Hugh Mattison and Isabella Callanan had provided 
comments since the February 14, 2000 meeting. Hugh’s comments on goose control and 
maintenance were distributed to the CAC. John Burckardt noted that these comments can be 
discussed in greater detail during the upcoming meeting dedicated to the CAC’s review of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). John Burckardt noted that Isabella Callanan’s 
comments were regarding upcoming Brookline town board meeting regarding two properties 
adjacent to the park near Route 9. See Isabella for additional information. 


Il Project Update 


Bruce Conklin noted that the CDM team has been finalizing the DEIR. The CAC will receive 
their review copies of the DEIR on April 23, 2001. 


Il 


CAC Meeting Summary — March 14, 2001 
Page 2 


Discussion of CAC DEIR Review and Comments Process 


To facilitate the discussion, a handout (see Attachment 2) with possible approaches and meeting 
formats was distributed: 


The CAC was presented with timing/scheduling scenarios for reviewing the DEIR. There will 
be two CAC review processes: 
1) Review of the "pre-filing DEIR" (during spring 2001) and 
2) Review of the "filing DEIR" (during summer 2001) -- this is the draft which will 
incorporate CAC comments from the first review process and be filed with the 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 
The CAC was presented with two approaches to review the DEIR, the “MEPA approach” and 
the “Major Topics approach”. 
The “MEPA Approach” was a review of the entire document, basically in the order presented 
in the DEIR. 
The “Major Topics” approach would allow the CAC to prioritize review topics that the CAC 
may feel needed more time and effort versus other baseline topics. 


Conclusions of the meeting include: 


The CAC would utilize a revised “Major Topics” approach with topics in the following order 
presented at upcoming CAC meetings. 


Vision Statement/Executive Summary 
Project Alternatives 

Project Design/Preferred Alternative 
Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
Maintenance and Management 
Funding 

Miscellaneous/ ENF Comments 
Revisit Vision Statement 

(Open date, if needed) 


The CAC is encouraged to write pre-meeting memos with their comments on topics in the 
DEIR. This is especially true for members who cannot make the meeting when the topic will 
be discussed. These memos should be sent to John Burckardt', who will distribute them to 
the entire CAC prior to the meeting at which the topic will be discussed. 


Brief presentations (15 minutes or less) by CAC members may be made before topic 
discussion. The laptop computer will be available if CAC members wish to use PowerPoint 
for their presentation. 


' Send comments to John Burckardt by mail, fax or e-mail: 


John F. Burckardt, PE fax: 617 635-3256 
c/o Boston Parks & Recreation Department e-mail: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 


1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Boston, MA 02118 
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A standard set of 4-6 questions/checklist will be developed in order to evaluate each topic 
with baseline questions. Laura Rome of MEPA suggested that the CAC might find reference 
to the Secretary's ENF helpful in developing these questions. CAC members are encouraged 
to send suggested questions to John Burckardt prior to the next CAC meeting on Monday, 
April 23, 2001. 

Notes will be taken at each meeting in “real-time” manner on a laptop computer and 
projected on a screen for the CAC to see. (The note-taker provided by the proponents, Felipe 
Schwarz, was present at the meeting to test out this note-taking system.) At the end of each 
meeting, the notes will then be given to 2 to 3 CAC members who will write, in more detail, a 
draft of the CAC’s comments on the topic discussed at the meeting. These draft comments 
will then be submitted within two weeks to the entire CAC. The entire CAC will then review 
and comment on the draft. 


A “parking lot” will be created for issues to cover in later meetings as we go through each 
meeting. 


CAC members will be asked at the next CAC meeting on April 23rd to sign up for topics o 


the DEIR on which they are willing to write draft comments, summarizing the CAC's 


comments from the review meetings; and a few CAC members will be asked to sign up for 
compiling all comments into the CAC's comment letter. 


Everyone on CAC is encourages to be active in all discussions. 


The CAC agreed to keep June 30" deadline with 9 to 10 weekly meetings beginning Monday, 
April 23, 2001. 


Monday June 25" will be reserved for a 10th meeting time, if needed. 


The CAC agreed to the following meeting schedule: 


| 
- 
| 
} 
| 


CAC MEETING SCHEDULE 

l Mon. | 23-Apr-2001 Vision Statement/Executive Summary 450 Dodge Hall, NU 

2 Wed. | 02-May-2001 Project Alternatives 440 Egan Center, NU 

3 | Mon. 07-May-2001 Project Design/Preferred Alternative H Egan Center, NU 

4 Wed. | 16-May-2001 \Project Impacts and Mitigation 0 Egan Center, NU 

5 Mon. | 21-May-2001 |Best Management Practices h50 Dodge Hall, NU 

6 Wed. | 30-May-2001 \Maintenance and Management 96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
7 | Mon. | 04-Jun-2001 \Funding 450 Dodge Hall, NU 

8 Wed. 13-Jun-2001 Miscellaneous / ENF Comments 96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
9 Wed. 20-Jun-2001 \Vision Statement — Revisit 440 Egan Center, NU 


mo. | Mon. | 25-Jun-2001 [Open IBD 


Susan Jeghelian, assisted by Jane Wells, will provide facilitation services for the CAC 
Review Meetings. 


Project consultants will not attend every CAC Review Meeting, but rather CAC members 
will request the attendance of the project consultants as needed. The CAC may request that 
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the consultants make specific presentations on 'Management and Maintenance’ and on 
'Funding' when these topics are addressed. 


Other comments raised during discussion included: 


A CAC member asked what was the proponents’ goal in filing the DEIR? 
The proponents’ goal is to file the DEIR with MEPA in mid summer 2001. MEPA Certificate is 
anticipated in the fall. 


Some CAC members made a request that the CAC receive the vision statement and executive 
summary discussion prior to the April 23rd meeting. 


A CAC member asked how the DEIR review relates to the environmental review under the 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) that the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
will be involved in. Will the ACOE use the EIR for its EA? The Corp's document needs to be 
consistent with the EIR. 
The ACOE’s current schedule will not allow them to use the DEIR for its EA under NEPA. The 
“ACOE is working on its Decision Document and preparing a scope of this document for 
Washington Corps staff review. The EA would follow the Decision Document. However, the 
proponents and CDM are supplying ACOE with all data assembled for the EIR so that they can 
use it for their EA. 


A CAC member commented that funding should be on the Major Topics list. Can a description of 
the funding possibilities be provided? 
Section 10 of the DEIR will contain a funding strategy. 


A CAC member proposed that the first review meeting should be the CAC’s meeting to review 
and discuss the project vision and executive summary. There would be no need for the 
consultants to attend. 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 
There were no additional questions or comments provided. 


Meeting Schedule 


The next meeting of the CAC is scheduled for Monday, April 23, 2001 at 6:00 PM. This will be 
the first session on the review of the DEIR. It will focus on the project vision statement and the 
executive summary. The meeting will be in Room 450 of Dodge Hall, Northeastern University. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 — Organization of DEIR Review (Handout at CAC meeting) 
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“ ae "Affiliation | 


Charles Alan Birnbaum National Park Service 
\sabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community 
Suzanne Comtois Development Corp 
Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
Edward Cutler Brookline Resident od trl ( hh 
Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts 
Frances Allou Gershwin Mahoney, Hawkes &@utdings= KL a 
Irene Gillis Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalitid 2 @ . / LY 2 
Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 
George Hagerty Fenway Studios, Inc. gy a ee 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
[Z 
uh LA 
Richard Heath \ a p cla, 
; Pe 
Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. I A Mella ben - 
Adam Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 
FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Frances J. Kemp Fenway Resident 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Mectisg. 
March 14, 2001 — 
a Leahy 
Arleyn A. faves 
John A. Martin 
mood Mattison 
Lauren Meier 
Paul Mentag 
& 

ae Bosk in 
Jane Pfister 
George rrcice 
Marion Sabal 
Ree Sandlin 
MORES Starner 
Fredericka Veikley 
Eileen Woodford 


c 


- Affiliation 
Northeastern MPA Student 
National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 


Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Fenway Alliance 
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Signature 
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Brookline Resident 


Boston Resident 


Fenway Garden Society 


Fenway Community 


Development Corp 


Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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Attachment #2 


DRAFT 


EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Review of “Pre-Filing” Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Possible Organization of DEIR Review 
“MEPA” Approach 


This approach starts with existing conditions and builds upon that, according to the way MEPA 


envisions an EIR being produced: 


Lt: Existing Conditions 

ee Project Objectives/Statement 
of Problem 

3. Alternatives Analyses 

4. Definition of Preferred 
Alternative (Project 
Description) 


>; Project Impacts 


6. Mitigation Measures 

if Maintenance and Monitoring 
(including BMPs and 
Management & Maintenance 
Plan) 


8. Funding Strategy 


9. Other: 
- Project Overview 
- Emerald Necklace Master Plan 
- Public/Agency Involvement 
- ENF comments & responses 


See Section 4, 
Appendices B, C, D, E, F, G, H 


See Section 1 


See Section 2 


See Section 5, 
Appendix I 


See Section 6 
Also refer to Section 9 


See Section 7 


See Section & 
Also refer to Section 3 


See Section 10 


See Executive Summary & Section I 
See Appendix A 

See Sections 3 & 9; Appendices K & L 
See Appendix J 


DRAFT 


EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Review of “Pre-Filing” Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Possible Organization of DEIR Review 
“Major Topics” Approach 


This approach focuses on the major topics or issues of concern to the CAC. Following is a 


possible list of major topics: 


if Maintenance and 
Management 
pk Project vision statement/ 


Executive Summary 
oh BMPs 
4. Project Alternatives 


ap Project Design/ 
Preferred Alternative 


6. Project Impacts & Mitigation 


See Section 8 
Also refer to Section 3 


See Executive Summary 
& Section 1 


See Section 2.5 and 5.7 
See Section 2 


See Section 5 & Appendix I 


See Sections 6 & & 
Also, see Section 9 


April meeting 


Review meeting #6 Topic #5 Topic #7 a a ee 


Review meeting #8 Topic #7 & #8 


DRAFT 


EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Review of “Pre-Filing” Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Possible Organization of DEIR Review 


Suggested Meeting Agenda 


Summary of Comments Made at Last Meeting [15 min.] 
Review/Finalize Written Comments on Previous Topic [30 min.] 
Discuss Comments on Current Topic [90 min.] 
Review Comments Made at This Meeting (15 min.] 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE: April 12, 2001 
10: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Monday, April 23, 2001 
Northeastern University 


Dodge Hall, Room 450 (4th floor) 


Huntington Avenue (off the main quadrangle, next to the YMCA 
and the Green Line Station) 


a eer Le ere Vi aps 0e Back bon m 6m PM Me 


Agenda Topic: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #1: 


Executive Summary & Vision Statement 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt(@ci.boston.ma.us. 


78 


Directions to 
Dodge Hall -- Room 450 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


i Forsyth Path 


Mack A a | f~ 
ped <4 Green Line Station f 
: | 


‘Fens rad, ‘a 
SS Ee ‘ 


pa 


a , 
UPTIN GON aS VYOQRUE Frorcictt Ss 


- » 


\ ae Soar ; 
~s NU Columbus Ave. Lot 
\] - Pay Parking Available 


a 


Fremont 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to Huntington Avenue. 
Turn left on Huntington. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk across Huntington Avenue to the main quad. 
Dodge Hall is the building on the left as you enter the main quad. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up to Huntington Avenue. Tur right. Dodge Hall is on the main 


quad near the Green Line stop. 


From the Parking Garages: 

Columbus Ave. Garage: Cross the tracks on the footbridge and continue walking to the main 
quadrangle. Dodge Hall is to your right. 

Renaissance Garage: walk through Ruggles MBTA Station and exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up 
to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. 


II. 


iil. 


Lye 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University 
Dodge Hall — Room 450 


Wednesday, April 23, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Review of Plan for DEIR Review Meetings 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Vision Statement and Executive Summary 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15-7:15 


7:15— 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 
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DRAFT Print Date: 04/23/01 


CAC Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report 


General Questions: 
e Does the DEIR meet the prescriptions set forth in the Secretary’s Certificate? _ 


e Does the DEIR descHBe the project in a manner consistent with how the project was 
described at the CAC presentations? 


e Does the DEIR incorporate the comments made by the CAC at the CAC meetings? 


e Is there a more cost-effective way of accomplishing an element of the project, while 
still meeting the stated project objectives? 


Specific Questions Based on the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs on the ENF (dated 4/29/99). 


Instructions: 

1. For each topic in column (1), put a Yes or No in columns 2 and 3. 

2. In the event of a response of No in column 3, CAC members should articulate reasons why the topic is 
not adequately addressed and include in the meeting notes. Put a Yes in column (4). 

3. In some cases where there is a Yes in column (3), the CAC may wish to include comments. If so, put a 
check in column (4) and CAC member(s) should articulate the comments, which will be included in 
the meeting notes. 


(2) (3) 


Is topic Is topic 
included | adequately 
addressed 


Alternatives 


The EIR should expand on the alternatives analysis 
included in the ENF 


The EIR should analyze the no-action alternative to 
0 Ea eed baseline conditions 


ee Permitting 

The EIR should include a brief discussion of each state 
permit or agency action required for the proposed project. 
The EIR should discuss how the project will meet the 
requirements and performance standards of each state 
permit. 
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DRAFT Print Date: 04/23/01 


(2) (3) 


Is topic Is topic 
included | adequately 
in DEIR? | addressed 


Flood Control 


The EIR should identify specifically which proposed 
actions are intended to prevent or minimize flooding. 
The EIR should describe the potential impacts of flood 
control activities and impacts that have been considered 
that would avoid or minimize damage from flood control 
activities. 

The EIR should quantify additional flood water storage 
capacity to be gained by each area of proposed dredging 
and identify the locations of additional storage capacity 
areas. 

Where the project proposes clearing or expanding 
culverts, the EIR should specify the activities to be 
undertaken and the benefits projected to be gained. 


The EIR should include the sequence in which flood 
control projects will be implemented and should describe 
the criteria used to assign priority to flood control 
projects. 


Stormwater/Water Quality Improvements 


The EIR should describe in detail the specific measures 
that will be undertaken to improve water quality, indicate 
the sequence in which they will be implemented and 
relate that sequence to the schedule for dredging. 

The EIR should describe potential impacts that may result 
from implementation of any stormwater or water quality 
improvements. 

The EIR should include a comprehensive maintenance 
management plan to ensure continuing effectiveness of 
any stormwater or water quality improvement measures 
and prevent new siltation, and identify funding sources 
for ongoing long-term implementation of the 
maintenance plan. 


Wetlands Impacts/Variance Requirements 

The EIR should identify all wetland resource areas, 
including riverfront area and buffer zones, and delineate 
them on a reasonably scaled plan. 

The EIR should identify the significance of the resources, 
including value to flood control, storm damage 
prevention, pollution prevention, and fisheries and 
wildlife habitat. 
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(1) (2) (3) 


Is topic Is topic 
Topic included | adequately 
in DEIR? | addressed 
" | in DEIR? 


The EIR should quantify in appropriate units the project’s 

estimated impact on each resource area. 
The EIR should provide information requested in DEP’s 
comment letter regarding the project purpose(s) to be 


served by each instance of wetland alteration. 


The EIR should describe the potential impacts of the 
proposed dredging and indicate the location of each area 
proposed to be dredged. 


The EIR should compare the benefits of bank-to-bank, 
channel and spot dredging in terms of the goals of the 
proposed project. . 
The EIR should analyze a range of dredging techniques, 
describe the circumstances under which each would be 
the preferred alternative and indicate the criteria used to 
select dredging techniques for the project’s various 
dredging areas. | 
The EIR should clarify the purpose of any proposed 
overdredging and describe how the project will avoid 
damage to the clay liner during overdredging. 


Dredged Material Management and Disposal 


The EIR should describe in detail how the proponent will 
manage dredged material. 


The EIR should analyze various locations for storage and 
dewatering in terms of technical suitability and the 
impacts on traffic, residents and historic impacts. 
The EIR should describe the proponent’s plans for 
identifying and managing contaminated sediments, 
including proposed testing and on-site treatment and 
techniques for segregating contaminated sediments. 


The EIR should identify landfills that may be able and 
willing to accept dredged materials from the project. 
The EIR should include appropriate out-of-state landfills. EN PS Ss 
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(2) (3) 

Is topic Is topic 
included | adequately 
in DEIR? | addressed 

‘ | in DEIR? 


Phragmites Control 


The EIR should describe the methodology and results of 
the demonstration project and indicate how those results 
will inform the alternatives analysis for Phragmites 
control in this project. 


The EIR should describe alternatives considered, explain 
why any alternatives are no longer under consideration 
and provide information related to the projected 
effectiveness of the preferred alternative. 


The EIR should also describe the maintenance plan to be 
implemented to ensure that the Phragmites does not 
return, including identifying funding sources for 
implementing the maintenance plan. 


Habitat Improvement and Rare Species 


The EIR should identify which activities are intended to 
improve wildlife habitat and document what 
improvements will result from these activities, what 
impacts are likely to result from those activities and what 
alternatives have been considered that may avoid or 
minimize impacts from these activities. 


The EIR should describe the landscape restoration project 
in greater detail, including the proposed sequence of 
restoration projects and plans that demonstrate at least a 
conceptual level development. 

The EIR should identify any impacts on historic 
resources that may result from the implementation of this 
project, as well as any alternatives that have been 
considered that may avoid or minimize damage to 
historic resources. 
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(1) (2) (3) 
Is topic Is topic 
Topic included | adequately 
in DEIR? | addressed 
in DEIR? 


Circulation Improvements 


The EIR should describe the proposed sequence of 
circulation improvement projects and plans that 
demonstrate at least a conceptual level development and 
include proposed stormwater management improvements 
in roadways and pathways. 

The EIR should describe potential impacts on the 
environment of the proposed circulation improvements, 
alternatives that have been considered and the sequence 
in which the improvements are proposed to be 
undertaken. 


Charlesgate 

The EIR should detail the proposed activities in the 
Charlesgate area, their likely impacts on the environment, 
alternatives that have been considered, and include an 
analysis of the alternatives, a schedule and proposed 
mitigation measures. 


The EIR should include a construction mitigation plan, 
particularly regarding potential traffic impacts. 

The EIR should include site plans at an appropriate scale 
showing the boundaries of the proposed project area, as 
well as wetland resource areas and their buffer zones. 


The EIR should include all information that the 
proponent will be required to provide to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. 


Construction Impacts 

The EIR should describe impacts likely to result from 
project construction and steps that will be taken to avoid 
or minimize construction impacts. 

The EIR should describe the measures that the proponent 
will take to protect historically and environmentally 
significant landscape features and vegetation. 

The EIR should describe potential impacts on traffic and 
recreational use of the parks, especially during dredging, 
and the steps that will be taken to avoid or minimize these 
impacts wherever feasible. 
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(2) (3) 


Is topic Is topic 
included | adequately 
addressed 


The EIR should describe steps that the proponent will 
take to minimize the project’s adverse impacts on air 
quality, including ensuring the use of retrofitted 
construction equipment. 


Maintenance and Monitoring 


The EIR should describe in detail the proponent’s 
maintenance management plan for maintaining the 
restored condition of the Muddy River and the Emerald 
Necklace parks. 


The EIR should describe ongoing measures to prevent the 
recurrence of invasive vegetation that has been removed. 


The EIR should include protocols for regular monitoring 
of environmental conditions to provide a continuous feed- 
back loop by which the effectiveness of management 
practices can be measured. 


The EIR should define the proportional financial 
responsibilities of the City of Boston and the Town of 
Brookline for all short-term and long-term maintenance 
and monitoring measures related to the project. 


The EIR should include a summary and appropriate 
commitments for each project impact within the MEPA 
jurisdiction described in the EIR. 
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E-Mail Message 


From: Edward Cutler [ebcutler@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Sunday, April 22, 2001 7:37 PM 

To: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: Anne Covert 

Subject: Comments on Exec. Summ. 


Dredging will affect the resident benthic resources the most, John, 


Below are some comments after reading the first segment. I'm not sure what the plan is for 
tonight's meeting but thought you could decide best whether to copy this or just have it ‘in hand’ 
so when the time came you might assist me. in raising these points?? 


Thanks, 
ED 


KEKKKE 


Notes from Ed Cutler on Exec. Summ. (See **) 
Some of these should be fixed Now & others SHOULD be addressed in 
later chapter, maybe? Some response would be welcome. 


Plan page 5, line 3: 


The Emerald Necklace Master Plan (April **2001) is a comprehensive plan for 
the long *IS THIS REALLY THE DATE YOU ANT TO USE? NOT 198X ? 


we ee 11) 34 


species of crustaceans, snails and other species. The Corps of Engineers sampled sediments in 
the Riverway and identified 12** types of invertebrates dominated by pollutant tolerant ** worms. 
The benthic community serves as a food source for such **TYPES? PERHAPS FAMILIES OR 
ORDES? TYPES HAS NO MEANING HERE. & what Kind of worms - even at Phylum level 
could be stated? 


ee wal. 2G 


Dredging will affect the resident benthic resources the most. There will be a near total loss of 
these species, which are presently dominated by pollution-tolerant organisms. There is expected 
to be some remaining benthic species that will act as seed for re-growth. It is expected however 
that the new community will be less dominated by pollution-tolerant organisms. 


**RE-SEED OPTIONS - OTHER THAN CHANCE? 


opttehd 1 Fh A ie vd 


Dredging will kill some fish. The fish loss may be proportionally higher in the bottom dwelling 
species than the open water species. The Muddy River would actually benefit from substantially 
fewer bottom dwelling species. 

**EXPLAIN? 


hth poke ede | Rod) 


Wildlife Community 


In locations where dredging occurs during winter hibernation, amphibian and reptiles will not be 
able to relocate and will be lost **SCHEDULE OPTIONS TO MINIMIZE THIS? E.G. LESS 


'WILD' AREAS IN WINTER. 


“ei Poay sis29 
specified truck routes and limit impact of the **SP contraction traffic on the (CONSTRUCTION) 


eet Plo0 Vial ilo 
Monitoring of Fish and Wildlife Distribution and Reproduction 


A biologist will is recommended to visit the Muddy River every other year to document fish and 
wildlife communities in the early and late growing season. While not an intensive documentation, 
this program is **STRONGLY recommended to indicate trends in habitat usage. **INCLUDE 
BENTHIC INVERTS HERE 


GEORGE HAGERTY 
FENWAY STUDIOS 
No. 402 


30 IPSWICH STREET, Boston, MA 02215 
Studio: 617-247-3508 /Home: 781-344-9564 / Fax: 781-341-8808 


Mr. John Burckardt 

Project Manager 

Muddy River Restoration Project 
Boston Parks Department 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue 
Boston, MA 02118 


April 19, 2001 


Dear John: 


Enclosed are my comments on the “Executive Summary, DEIR” provided to members of 
the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) by Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), in 
preparation for the April 23rd CAC meeting. 


I will note page, paragraphs and headings from the document for your reference. Italics 
herein will represent my editorial additions. I’m not a proofreader by profession and 
understand that some of my edits may be subjective or inaccurate. I must also apologize 
for not being able to attend the upcoming meeting, as a conflict in my schedule has 
arisen. I will try and call you sometime later in the week for a summary of the discussion 
that I hope will be lively and productive. 


Firstly, I must say I was a bit disappointed in the executive summary as a whole, because 
it does not I think, do justice to the tremendous amount of effort, thought and discussion 
that went into its findings. Understanding that these will be borne out ad infinitum by the 
preponderance of the draft itself, it did not seem to flow and build to the kinds of logical, 
methodical and seemingly inevitable conclusions that Bruce so aptly presented to us on 
many an occasion. For me it had more the sense of note taking and selective quoting 
rather than a smart, effective and worthy synthesis of the project and consultant's 
findings. As we are all faced with the daunting task of funding in part or whole, either 
now or in the future, this enormously important and beneficial project, I worry that this 
executive summary does not advocate strongly enough for the results we all hope for. I 
have no particular offer of stylistic approach or tenor with which to burnish or improve 
the document, only a feeling that it may not serve us as well as it might. 


The following comments may seem needlessly picayune, but I offer them none the less in 
a small effort to improve the summary’s readability. As you know, I share some of 
Richard Heath’s concerns about management of the project going forward. Rather than 
dig into that topic here, I will await the full report and digest its prescriptions for dealing 


with overlapping jurisdictions, BMPs, annual reports et al., before commenting on that 
particular subject in depth. 


Specific comments: 


ES-3, 4" P, Project Objectives 

“The project’s objectives focus on achieving the vision.” 
The vision of what? There is no subject to the sentence. This is an incomplete 
and confusing way to begin a subject heading and topic. 


ES-5, 3" P, Project Schedule for Phase 1 Charlesgate 

“Generally, implementation...of the Final Environmental Impact Report.’ 
Should follow with (EIR), as this is the first mention of Final Environmental 
Impact Report. 


ES-6, 5" P, Improve Flood Control 
“From the Riverway at the Former Sears parking lot to Brookline avenie! twin 72 inch 
underground pipelines are insufficient to carry flood flows.” 
I would add, “...deemed or were determined to be insufficient...” to show that 
this is one of the conclusions of this report and the consultants modeling. It 
would add more force (all though | think it has been assumed for sometime!). 
“This will reduce roadway flooding and bring the flood elevation below the entrance to 
the subway tunnels.” 
I would add “...below the nearby entrance to the MBTA Green Line tunnels.” 
The sentence is vague without these factual details. 


ES 7, 2and P, Dredge Charlesgate area only 
... Ipswich Street bridge flood conditions would improve, but only by about 1 foot at the 
upstream end of Charlesgate.” 


ES-8, 1° P, Infrastructure 
“_.. The Riverway, a new culvert (10° by 24’) for Brookline Avenue and dy rehabilitating 
the existing...” or “...for Brookline Avenue and a rehabilitation of the existing...” 


ES-8, 2and P, Dredging 
“sediment slurry to a mechanical dewatering device, such as a belt filter, located in an 
onshore...” Commas around parenthetical mention of filter. 


“* ..requires extra steps such as air drying and mechanical dewatering to dry the sediment 
prior to transport.” 
This paragraph does not end with a conclusion which helps lead to the chosen 
method of Hydraulic dredging following. Suggest adding the following sentence, 
or some such conclusion, that describes the extra steps and their negative impacts. 
“These extra steps would increase impacts to the park and staging areas that 
have been found to be unacceptable or difficult to mitigate.” 


ES-8, 3 P, Dredging 
“Hydraulic dredging was selected as the best method for this project because it has the 
least impact on the park.” 


Es-10, 2and P, Dredge Disposal Options 
“Disposal options are governed by various federal, state and local regulations. 


3 P, Improve Water Quality 
The second and third sentence’s order should be reversed, starting with “...1980’s...” 
And building in sequence to the “...1990’s...” This will lead better into the 1999 
Stormwater Permit sentence following. 


ES-11, 4" P, Enhance Aquatic and Riparian Habitat 
“ as well as anadramous fish and improve overall water quality.” Switch word order. 
I would also add “...shorelines and the Babbling Brook...” 


ES-12, 2and P 
“A variety of BMPs have been implemented in the watershed in the past thirty years that 
have reduced the amount of sediment...” Past tense agreement. 


ES-13, 3" P, Public/Agency Involvement 
“The success of the project depends upon open communication and active 
involvement...” 


ES-12, 3 P, Aquatic and Wildlife Resources 
« __. Vegetation Assessment showed that 14 fish species are present in the Muddy...” 


Es-23, Historic Resources 
The first mention of Shurtleff is in the first paragraph of this heading, yet it is not until 
the second paragraph that we get his full name, e.g. Arthur A. Shurtleff. This should be 


switched. 
Also, the last sentence mentions changes in 1926 and 1940, but does not date the World 
War II Memorial. Add the date of this addition. 


e-25, 1° P 
“There are minimal historic resources or integrity from either the First or Second 


Periods...” 
«pathways will be replacement in kind, consistent with Emerald Necklace Master plan 


specifications.” 


ES-29, 5" bullet 

“Beginning in early 2002, the project proponents and the MDC should jointly develop a 
public education program addressing the issues around the public’s role in litter control, 
cleaning up after...” 


ES-296" bullet 
“The plan should combine regulatory actions and public education.” Extra “and” after 


regulatory. 


ES-32, 2and P, Wildlife Community 
“The upland wild life...” Should read “wildlife” 


ES-33, 4thP, Noise 
“_acombination of day and nighttime work, due to the difficult traffic...” 


Finally, I think the conclusion needs to be greatly strengthened. Do we really want to 
spend almost one hundred million dollars for that paragraph? Might it not make sense to 
discuss what may happen if we don’t! I think we need a much stronger closing — after 
all, that may be all a congressperson reads and if they aren't sold by then, the details of 
the following behemoth won’t succeed in generating the kind of appropriations hinted at 
in the preceding paragraphs. I think this might be an excellent place for some of the CAC 
members’ passion for this project and their years of commitment! 


As always and 
Respectfully submitted, 


George Hagerty 
(Via email attachment) 


P.S. Please say hello to Fran for me and thank her again for attending the lunch meeting 
at the Museum of Fine Arts with regard to the Charlesgate parcels. 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - April 23, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University Dodge Hall, Room 450 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Co-Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


II Process Issues/Organization ~ Review of Plan for DEIR Review 
Meetings 


III Discussion of Vision Statement / Executive Summary 


IV Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


Summary 


II Process Issues/Organization 


hs Plan for Review Pre-filing Draft of EIR 


Susan briefly summarized the plan for reviewing the DEIR which was developed by the CAC at 
the March 14” Meeting: 


e The CAC will review the pre-filing DEIR over 10 weekly meetings starting in April and running 
through June, and will develop comments reflecting a consensus of the CAC. 

e The proponents will incorporate CAC comments into “filing DEIR” to be provided to the CAC for its 
review later in summer. 

e The CAC has agreed upon a list of topics for each meeting (see meeting schedule). 

e CAC members may to write pre-meeting memos and/or make brief presentations for meeting topics. 

® Notes of CAC comments developed at meetings will be taken on lap-top computer by Felipe Schwarz 
(FPA), who will put them in the form of a meeting summary and provide them to the writers 
designated for that topic as well as all CAC members. 


e Designated CAC writers will write up comment notes for review by the group at the CAC meeting in ~ 


two weeks; meetings will be in 2 parts: comment review section and new topic section. 
e A parking lot will be created for issues to cover at later meetings. 
¢ The CAC will use a checklist of questions for reviewing each topic. 
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e Susan & Jane will facilitate CAC meetings (plan for another staff to assist also) 

e The consultants will not attend every meeting, but will be available upon CAC’s request; the 
proponents will be in attendance. 

e The CAC may request presentations on Management & Maintenance and on Funding later when those 
topics come up at meetings. ; 


Ph Designation of CAC Writers 


Susan asked for CAC members to volunteer to write comments: 2-3 writers for each topic (who . 
need to commit to attending both meetings on that topic) and 2-3 writers for the final comment 
letter which will pull all the separate topic comments together. The individuals noted on the 
attached CAC Meeting Schedule volunteered to be writers. Those with question marks next to 
their names were not present at the meeting but were nominated as writers by their colleagues. 
Susan will contact these individuals and ask them if they would agree to serve as writers. 


It was agreed that the writers will have two weeks to take the comment notes from the group 
meeting and create a more formal comment document (full sentences etc.) for the group’s review. 
Because of the tight turn around time, the CAC agreed that the writers could bring copies of their’ 
draft comments to the meetings at which they are scheduled to be reviewed as opposed to 
providing these drafts to CAC members in advance of the meeting. However, should the writers 
finish early, John Burckardt have offered to facilitate distribution of draft comments to the CAC 
prior to the meetings. 


Susan mentioned that she has asked Felipe to include in his notes and meeting summary any 
adjustments to the meeting/review process plan agreed upon by CAC (in addition to comments on 
featured topic). 


3; Development of Questions to Guide Review of Topics 


A draft checklist for CAC Review of DEIR was handed out at the meeting. The document 
developed by the Proponents in response to the CAC’s indicating that a list of standard questions 
to guide their review of the DEIR topics would be useful. John Burckardt and Fran Beatty 
explained that the checklist was based on the Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs on the ENF (dated 4/29/99). CAC members took a moment to review the document and 
were then asked if they thought the checklist would be helpful. After discussion, the CAC 
indicated that they liked the document and wanted to have it available to refer to informally 
during their discussion and review. The CAC requested that an additional column be added with 
the question: “Does topic meet all 5 project objectives?” In addition, the CAC asked that the 
checklist be printed in landscape format and with one topic per page to provide more space on the 
document for note-taking. 


IIf Discussion of Vision Statement / Executive Summary 

The CAC engaged in extensive discussion regarding the Vision Statement/Executive 
Summary which included clarifying the purpose of the Executive Summary and who 
would be reading it and clarifying the role of the CAC which is to offer comments on 
the adequacy of the document not to rewrite or author it. 


The CAC agreed that: a) tonight’s comments would focus on the overall format, content. 
and vision of the Executive Summary; b) the CAC would continue to review the 
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Executive Summary/ Vision Statement during the review meetings on each of the 
individual topics it covers at which point members would identify specific points about | 
that topic to be included in the Executive Summary; and c) the CAC would revisit the 
Executive Summary/ Vision statement when it had concluded review of all the topics (at 
the end of their review meetings). 


Summary of Consensus Comments: After full discussion among the group, the CAC 
reached consensus on the following comments regarding the Vision Statement and 


- Executive Summary: 


1. The Executive Summary needs to be stronger in order to be used as an advocacy | 
document for the project and for funding. (It needs more “punch” and 
“passion” .) 


2. The Summary needs to more accurately reflect the presentations by the 
consultants at the CAC meetings, i.e., it needs to include all the reasons why 
these are the preferred alternatives - need to strengthen the project alternatives. 
Also, the Summary needs to tie in the project objectives, especially in Section 5.0 
on Project Design. 


3. The Vision Statement is not a vision statement as it stands. It is rather a 
statement of history and need. The Vision Statement needs to be a statement of 
the goals and philosophy of the project, e.g., needs to explain how the goal is to 
respect the historic fabric while meeting the needs of the 21st century. 


4, The Executive Summary needs to more clearly explain that this project is just the ° 
first step, the foundation, for a much larger project/plan and that there is a 
sequencing of steps. This piece is to get the watercourse functioning, but there 
are other steps to follow. 


a. The CAC recommends that the proponents/consultants engage one editor to 
review the entire summary and pull it together so that it is more coherent and 
balanced. At currently written, it is very uneven and reflects the fact that many 
writers have contributed to the various sections. 


6. There should be two additional maps included in the Executive Summary which 
are more visual than technical. One map should be of the project area and the 
other of the entire Emerald Necklace Park system, in order to set the context for 
the project. 


The following are the notes that were taken during the meeting on this topic : 


e What does this section really need to do? 
o Snapshot of pref. Alternative, and why it’s the right thing to do. 


o Need Vision statement - more of a PR piece. 
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Add project description at the beginning. 


List of CAC members, and other organizations who participated at the eee 
in 1 chart form. | : 


o Wearecommenting not creating this document. 
Should communicate project in very clear and accurate way. 


If PR piece, needs to be visually attractive, needs to be more articulated. Not 
strong enough, language and concepts need work. 


Compelling arguments are missing from some sections. 
Vision statement will be revisited at the end at session 10. 


Vision statement needs to be a goal. Should say why we are doing the project. 


Executive summary was uneven, inconsistent, due to different writers. Which 
sections are weak and need more work? 


© Historic resources was too brief, weak, and confusing, and implications 
were confusing too. 


Divide and conquer method by topic. Does Executive summary summarize your 
topic? 

If PR piece for fundraising, needs Case Statement. Fundraising writer needed? 
Document DeSds punch, to be clearer. 


Perhaps we should discuss after all the topics are discussed. 
We should be offering comments, not authoring document. 


Document needs to be consistent across bullets and narratives. See Section 5, as 
example. Link back to objectives and say why they were chosen, especially for 
high cost items. See page 25 of Back Bay Fens. 


Best Management Practices is very weak. Needs to attack the issues. We need 
an Emerald Necklace administrator. 


In the PR piece, we should get beyond cut-and-dry issues, and discuss that this is 
larger than it appears, as national showcase. 


We could recommend to proponent to use a fund-raising writer to pull together * 
a cohesive document. 


We should talk about BMP’s , then revisit Executive Summary. 
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Reactions are helpful as we read the sections. Perhaps a memo previous to the 
upcoming document, as discussed in the earlier meeting. 


We should follow the same process proponents use, as we go thru topics we visit 
executive summary afterwards. 


Identify which discussion points need to be in executive summary. 


Ask, have we missed anything? 


Need 2 maps (one of necklace and one of context of city/town), not technical 
map only. Needs to be more graphically pleasing. 


Incorporate the passion. 


Logic of steps involved needs to be clear. 


Hold off on Fundraising writer, go with Editor. 


Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


Additional comments from non-CAC members present at the meeting: 


Caution on doing too much with the Executive Summary within the EIR. 
Perhaps more for advocacy document. EIR is more a technical document and 
needs to be objective. 


o Fundraising writer could do advocacy piece. 
o It's difficult to be neutral, and hard to water down. 


o Separate the two different types of advocacy - fundraising vs. 
environmental impacts. 


Vision statement should be more of the PR piece, while Executive summary 
should be directed more to the Secretary. Needs to be clear and concise. It will 
be the piece that most people will read. 


Strengthening document needs to have the why’s more clearly. 
Project could use a brochure, and later a broad marketing campaign. 


Perhaps there could be a review by communications experts of vision statement 
by Emerald Necklace Conservancy? 
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Meeting Schedule 


The next meeting of the CAC is scheduled for Wednesday May 2, 2001 at 6:00 PM. The 
topics to be discussed include Project Alternatives. The meeting will be in 440 Egan 
Center, Northeastern University. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 - Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 - Meeting Schedule (with CAC writers listed) 
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Edward 
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Edward 


Margaret 


Frances Allou 


Alan 


George 


June 


Richard 
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Adam 


Charlies Alan 
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Kahn 


Charles River Watershed Association 
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Attachment 1 


merald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 
April 23, 2001 


Sign-In Sheet 


Siwnature 


Aftitiation 


National Park Service 
Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community 
Development Corp 
Jamaica Pond Project 
Brookline Resident 
Historic Massachusetts 
Mahoney, Hawkes 

The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios, !nc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission 
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Attachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 
April 23, 2001 


Sign-In Sheet 


Name 


ATiliation Signature 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 


Frances J. Kemp Fenway Resident 
John Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 
Arleyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks { 
John A. Martin Emerald Necklace Conservancy 

e 
Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond Pape Wat! 

\ 
Lauren Meier VAL Wy Ma Lf 
Paul Mentag Fenway Alliance “THe 
Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 
George Proakis Boston Resident : 
» 
Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society 
Fenway Community 

Roscoe Sandlin Development Corp 
Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 24, 2001 

1165 EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Wednesday, May 2, 2001 

Northeastern University 

Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 

Room 440 (4th Floor) 


This is a NEW LOCATION — not the Raytheon 
Amphitheater! 


Take the stairs or elevator to the 4th floor. 


Agenda Topic: — Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #2: 


Project Alternatives 


5:45p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center 


Room 440 — 4th Floor 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Pay TLS SS 


~ 
¥ 
‘e* 
' 
oe, 
es AC 
ks 


a 


au Ave. Lot 
Pay Parking Availab 


& 
& Orange Line 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before aigeen 
Ruggles Station. noe 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 
_ Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Emeraid Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University - Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 


Ill. 


IV. 


Room 440 (4" Floor) 


Wednesday, May 2, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 6:15 - 6:30 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Project Alternatives 6:30— 8:20 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 - 8:30 


E\Ex Off. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Necklace\CAC_Agenda_May 2_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes -May 2, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University Egan Center, Room 440 


Meeting Attendees 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


II 


Ill 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Process Issues/Organization 


Hugh volunteered as a backup BMP’s writer 

Isabella volunteered as a Miscellaneous writer 

CAC agreed that CDM consultant may attend to hear comments. 

Look at Checklist questions before topic discussion and revisit relevant questions 
at end of discussions 


Review of Draft Comments - None this week 


Discussion - Project Alternatives 
FLOOD CONTROL 


e Make stronger point that removal of root mass necessary to improve 
flow. 


e Bullet/bold conclusions on the preferred alternative at the end of each 
section. 


e Example 2-7, highlight daylighting of Sears parking lot as restoring 
historic alignment. 


e Bullet/highlight more clearly the options which were explored in the 
subsections. 


¢ Screen or grid that walks us thru what was done or summarizes and 
gives conclusions 


83 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 2, 2001 
Page 2. 


Include cross referencing to Section 5 on the preferred alternative. 


Balance technical presentation with ease of reading. 


Have CDM explain at next mtg rationale for why DEIR is presented in 
this fashion. 


Deal with long and short term environmental impact, construction cost, 
and maintenance cost in each preferred alternative section. 


Equal treatment in each section for all the variables. 


BMP’S 


2.3.7 Explain plans for daylighting the culvert between Willow Pond and 
Leverett Pond or otherwise restoring flow to the Babbling Brook. Also 
include discussion of plans for both upper and lower sections of Babbling 
Brook. Need to reference Master Plan and Brookline’s CIP. Need for 
clarification. 


P, 2-96 , 2.5.2.4 Language should be stronger regarding illegal 
connections. Reference relevant laws. Insert expected dates. The 
proponents should provide details how they are address this problem. 
Include on what has been done up to date. 


P, 2-97, 2.5.2.6 First part of section is inaccurate, should include 
responsibilities of all proponents and other responsible parties, in the 
form of list/chart. Within actions, “should” vs. “is” needs to be clarified. 


Should be held to equal standard. - PARKING LOT - revisit in BMP’s 
discussion. 


P, 2-97, 2.5.2.6 No mention of composting, should be included. 


2.5.2.9 End paragraph, haz waste and paint recycling collection locations 
need to be more convenient for residents, increase accessibility and 
frequency. 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 2, 2001 
Page 3 


P 2-97, 2.5.2.2, Second paragraph is inaccurate, and should reflect reality 
on catchbasin stenciling. 


Table 2.2, p. 6 of 6, Chart implies that MDC cleans catchbasins daily after 
grass season, P. 2-95 2.5.2.1, The page states MDC does not have formal 
program. Inconsistent statements between table and text. 


Look for references about calendar of maintenance in Section 8. Annual 
schedule of maintenance should be published for public. 


Want accuracy on what's currently going on, what Brookline, Boston, and. 
MDC are responsible for, and what they plan on doing about it. Look in 
BMP on whether responsibility has been designated. 


Table 2-3, needs to clarify visually preferred alternatives and degree to 
which they meet project objectives. Clarify what Bold text means, its 
unclear and incomplete. Include footnote for what bold text means. 


P. 2-98, 2.5.2.7, final paragraph; 


Section should be accurate of current conditions, and CAC should 
comment on specific recommendations and details, and should reach 
clear conclusion on what preferred alternative is. 


MDC Issues for Parking Lot for June 13 Meeting on Miscellaneous topic. 
Request a rep from MDC to provide information on accountability of 
MDC at June 13 Meeting. 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 2, 2001 
Page 4 


Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


PUBLIC COMMENT 


e Maintenance - MDC and litter needs to be addressed. Promote 
cleanliness. 
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Allachment | 


merald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Sign-In Sheet 


Name Atihiation Signature 


Baskin Charles River Watershed Association 
harles Alan Birnbaum National Park Service 
Burke Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition * 


isabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 


: Fenway Community 


Suzanne Comtois Development Corp 

| 

Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 

Edward Cutier Brookline Resident 

: Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts 

‘Frances Allou Gershwin | Mahoney Hawkes, LLP 

Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 

George Hagerty Fenway Studios, |nc. 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
Richard Heath 
Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 
Adam Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Frances J. Kemp Fenway Resident 


> 
| 


Page 1 of [oS 


MAY-@3-2801 89:07 


BPRD DESIGN & CUNS! RUC! 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


635 3256 r.Ws7u04 


Attachment ) 


Sign-In Sheet 


Meeting 
May 2, 2001 

Nanie 
John Leahy 
Arleyn A. Levee 
Arlene Mattison 
Hugh Mattison 
Lauren Meier 
Paul. Mentag 
Jane Pfister 
George Proakis 
Marion Sabal 
Roscoe Sandlin 
Joyce Starner 
Fredericka Veikley 
Eileen Woodford 


Atthation 


Northeastern MPA Student . 


National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 


Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Fenway Alliance 

Brookline Resident 

Boston Resident 

Fenway Garden Society 
Fenway Community 
Development Corp 
Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 2, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice, New CAC Directory 


OTE MEETING LOCATION! 


P 


Monday, May 7, 2001 

Northeastern University 

Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 


Room 440 (4th Floor) 


This is a NEW LOCATION — not the Raytheon 
Amphitheater! 


Take the stairs or elevator to the 4th floor. 


wee ~ ~rSee Map son; Backin =: SOT WSS 7 


Agenda Topic: _ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #2: 


Project Description/Preferred Alternative 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


en 


Enclosures: 


1. Updated CAC Directory Please add to Tab #4 of the CAC Workbook 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center 


Room 440 — 4th Floor 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


st" ‘gp I os ; ~~ 
om S\ 


yenue ar syth 5S! 


eft 


ab 


6 Orange Line 


ome Lar 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walkin 

Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 
Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: ¢ 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University - Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 


II. 


IV. 


iy. 


Room 440 (4" Floor) 


Monday, May 7, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 

Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Review of Draft Comments: Vision Statement/Executive Summary 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Project Description/Preferred Alternative 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:30 


6:30 - 7:00 


7:00 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


S‘\Ex.Ot. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Necklace\CAC_Agendz_May 7_2001.doc 
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Thomas M. Menino, Mayor 


EMERALD NECKLACE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 
PHASEI MUDDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, WATER QUALITY, 
HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 8, 2001 

ah: CAC Members Who Were Not in Attendance at the May 7, 2001 Meeting 

FROM: John Burckardt 

RE: Meeting Handouts 

Enclosed are handouts from the May 7, 2001 CAC meeting, review of the Project Description 
) (Section 5 and Appendix I) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


« Agenda 


= Draft Comments on the Vision Statement/Executive Summary -- these comments were 
compiled by L. Meier with George Hagerty from the summary of the CAC’s comments at the 
April 23, 2001 CAC meeting. If you have any comments, please forward them to Lauren Meier (see 
CAC directory tab #4 for Lauren’s e-mail address & phone) 

= Comments by Richard Heath on Maintenance and Monitoring (Section 8 of the DEIR). This 
topic will be discussed at the CAC meeting on May 30, 2001. 


Meeting notes are separately distributed. 


Next meeting is Wednesday, May 16, 2001, 6pm, in Room 440 of the Egan Center at 
Northeastern University. 


\\parkmail\bostonpark\Muddy\Correspondence\2001 0508 memo CAC-handouts of 5-7-01 CAC 


Bo Sees = Boston Parks and Recreation Department ¢ Justine M. Liff, Commissioner 
1010 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel.: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173 
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RICHARD HEATH 
Landscape Historian 


ep : 42 Bourne Street * Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts 02130 * 617.522.7431 
May 6, 2000 


ARO) Emerald Necklace CAC members 


FROM: _ Richard Heath (eats 


RE: Maintenance & Monitoring draft comments 


Attached are my brief and rough comments on maintenance and management. 


As written, the M&M section simply recommends a committee of senior parks staff 
of Brookline and Boston who will convene from time to time to review a schedule, a general 
list of personnel and equipment and a list of tasks and how to do them. 

The responsibilities of the MDC are not mentioned at all despite the fact that 
mammoth amounts of water, salt and rubbish cascade annually off the crumbling, clogged 
shoulders of the parkways under their jurisdiction into the Back Bay Fens and Muddy 
River. 


If we mean to talk about the largest public parks work project in the history of the 
Emerald Necklace ( not to say Boston ), then we must be bold and courageous and face the 
fact that we need a completely different management entity that may include many of the 
people in place today together with additional people with different skills . There has never 
been enough money or staff to manage the Emerald Necklace but no one has determined 
how much money or staff are required. The DEIR is defective until it states those two facts. 


We cannot state to the penny how much it will cost to rebuild the waterparks but 
not to know the annual cost of maintenance. We must know what the MDC does and how 
much it spends on maintaining the parkways under its jurisdiction. If they don’t know 
then we have professional consultants who can tell us. 


We must be unflinching and recognize two things which don’t work: multiple 
jurisdictions and centralized management. 


The Emerald Necklace - not just the waterparks, but from Charlesgate to Blue Hill 
Avenue - requires a single manager, staff and maintenance division and its integral 
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parkways must be returned to the jurisdiction of the City of Boston which bought, paid for 
and built it in the first place. 


How those two things are accomplished and how much it will cost annually must be 
spelled out in the DEIR. 


Those of us on the CAC must understand that $96 million is being spent on about 
200 acres of the Emerald Necklace. Franklin Park has historic landscapes and architecture 
too that are long overdue for restoration. If I was an advocate for Franklin Park I would 
ask about our share. We must be prepared to build the political base required to convince 
the Mayor that he must add ( say ) $5 OR $6 MILLION DOLLARS A YEAR TO THE 
PARKS DEPARTMENT BUDGET FOR THE SIX PARKS OF THE EMERALD 
NECKLACE ONLY. 


What we do in those 200 acres will benefit the entire Emerald Necklace and we must 
put the Muddy River/Back Bay Fens work in that context. 


If we can point to bold, new local level initiatives and commitments such as 
increased operations budgets, a new, decentralized management structure and the necessary 
enabling legislation that returns the parkways back to Boston and folds the Necklace into 
one Management entity, we will be far more assured of getting $96 million from the federal 
government than the timid, patchwork approach to maintenance and management as 
presently described in the DEIR. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes - May 7, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University Dodge Hall, Room 440 


Meeting Attendees (see enclosure) 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


II 


Ii 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Co-Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Process Issues/Organization 


Writers give comments to John B. by Floppy Disk or e-mail Attachment 
project electronic version. 


How far can CAC go in suggesting changes to make the DEIR and/or the 
Executive Summary more of an advocacy document and not undermine the 
chances for success of this project in its next phase of review by the Secretary of 
EOEA. (Proponent will check with MEPA and report back at next meeting). 


The CAC comments will focus on both style and content/ substance for the 
Executive Summary and primarily on content for the remainder of the document, 
with style being secondary. 


The CAC reserves the right after this pre-filing review process (making this 


document the strongest it can be) to comment on aspects of the project as a CAC, 


giving public input to the Secretary. 


Review of Draft Comments - Vision Statement/Executive Summary 
= Item 9 - Illustrate MDC/other jurisdictions in map form. 


86 


IV 
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= CAC members will call, email or flag Lauren at future meetings with 
additional comments for Executive Summary and the CAC will review all 
Executive Summary comments when the Executive Summary is revisited at 
the end of the process. 


# Vision Statement 1 & Public Relation 10 - Ask for Arleyn’s presentation at the 
museum last week to be incorporated in a vision statement and/or stand- 
alone public relations document. 


Discussion of Project Deen Preferred Alternative 
Add information to highlight that this is part of a larger project. 


Struggles with terms such as restoration and rehabilitation. 


Want to see comments addressed in more direct way. Feels project is a 
rehabilitation. Features of rehabilitation would be using historic documents. 


There are enormous parts of rehabilitation that will not be done until there is a larger. 
project in the future. 


It is not possible to restore the river. 


The term we are using is rehabilitation in this document for the Secretary and should 
be defined in the glossary. 


Do a word search for restoration, rehabilitation and primary and secondary periods 
of significance through the entire document. 


Need to use more detail to describe what’s being done and clarify the previously 
mentioned terms. The terms need to be consistent with the terms as they are 
defined by the Secretary of the Interior. 


Want to have a glossary of terms (if the term is just a one or two word explanation, 
it could be added within the document). 


Make a list of future priorities which have the biggest impact on the project. 


Should hold to scope and not ask for too much. Need to look at cost containment as 
much as possible. 


Limit lines are in DEIR. 

Need to maintain clear boundaries and scope of work. 

This project has its limits and only applies to certain areas. 

The ongoing management and maintenance pieces can cover broader scope. 


Charlesgate 
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5.1 on p. 5-2, “installation of new park benches and trash cans.” 


“Virtual” Parking Lot 


5.1.5, insert paragraph about the initiation of public processes in future for park 
restoration beyond the existing project. MDC and City of Boston should create new 
CAC that begins public process that hasn’t been done. The prior Charlesgate 
Charette (Community Outreach Group) would be incorporated into the process. 
Any process needs to be conscious of the future restoration of the Bowker overpass. 


The proponent should work with CAC to come up with a process that involves MDC 
and other appropriate agencies or entities (move to parking lot). 


Capture in Vision Statement/ Executive Summary Muddy River project is a public 
works project and should be publicly funded, which will act as a magnet for other 
privately funded rehabilitation projects. The previous comment is relevant if 
included in the appropriate parts of the document, particularly the Executive 
Summary and Vision Statement. 


ES-26 - Bullet 5 (the Riverway), replace “should” with “will”. On Figure 5-26, they 
say they “will” conform to schedule. At top of ES-26 ( Back Bay Fens), twelth bullet, 
change “should” to “will” and “set curbs and catch basins. 


Page 5-2, consultants should include incentives to contractor to lower costs on 
dredging disposal. Can include a statement regarding incentives for reducing costs 
in the FEIR. Cost savings need to be balanced against environmental and historical 
concerns, as well as legal and practical ways. As part of contract documents “best 
management practices” are routinely included. 


The CAC supports cost savings incentives for innovative approaches to 
constructions methodologies (could be included in cost section, 10). 


P. 5-7, Section 5.1.5, Otabi paragraph - Define/clarify “in-kind”. Addition - 
“certified arborist and professionally trained DtabilizingUsts.” 


Figure 5.4, The shading key for the phragmites on the south side of Agassiz Bridge - 
dropped out on the printing. Boundaries are there but shading isn't. 


5.2.2, P. 5-13 - Intro needs to be more extensive and more strongly written. 
Questions whether “day-lighting” is a strong enough term for this. Need to add 
history to set the stage for the work that’s been done ie. Dates, prior owners, etc. 
Include term “day-lighting” in glossary. This resulted in legislation. 


Louis Pasteur is also known as Higginson Circle. 


Include description and discussion to remove the “jug handle” and its benefits to 
the project as presented in Boston Transportation Dept. public processes. 


5.2 Back Bay Fens, How long will it take to replant after removal of staging area? 
Should define schedule for replanting in all section of the river. 
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9.2.2.1 Is there any improvement to street crossing for bike path across Brookline 
Ave. at Sears? Bike crossing isn’t diliniated. This might be already included in text. 


P. 5-21, Want to make sure that a restoration planting conforms to standard 
horticultural practices (referring to staging areas). 


9.2.7, Need to consider long-term maintenance of plantings when choosing from 
plant lists (this comments is applicable to other parts of section 5 that refer to plant 
lists or Olmsted palette). me 


9.4.2 P. 5-45, Construction Staging - What does “can proceed independently” mean? 


P5-49, second to last bullet “The goal will be to disturb the two larger....” Discussion 
on Dtabilizing the edges of the idlands should be included. 


P. 5-47, first full paragraph - Very little reference to Olmsted’s intent. “These will 
provide .... That Olmsted intended.” Explain the sub-areas of primary and 
secondary periods, for example, so how can you do this when the ball-fields are still 
there. Explain the proposed viewsheds and plant massings and how they relate to 
the Olmsted design. 


Table 5-5. States, there is no impact in water quality from the dredging of Willow 
Pond. Check to make sure all charts agree. 


Further comments will be sent to writers and flagged. 


; ) 
Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


There were no questions or comments from the public. 


Enclosures: Attachment 1 - Sign-In Sheet 


Attachment 2 - Schedule 
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Attachment | 


4, Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Sign-In Sheet 


Altiliahon 


Sreviature 


) Meeting 
May 7, 200! 
ees 
Kathy Baskin 
Charles Alan Birnbaum 
Edward Burke 
Isabella M. Callanan 
Suzanne Comtois 
Christine Cooper 
Edward Cutler 
Margaret Dyson 
Frances Allou Gershwin 
Alan Goodman 
George Hagerty 
June Hatfield 
Richard Heath 
Gary R. Hilderbrand 
Adam Kahn 
Frances J. Kemp 


Charles River Watershed Association 


National Park Service 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community 
Development Corp 
Jamaica Pond Project 
Brookline Resident 
Historic Massachusetts 
Mahoney Hawkes, LLP 
The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios,|nc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 
May 7, 2001 


John 


Arleyn A. 


Arlene 
Hugh 
Lauren 
Paul 
Jane 
George 
Maridn 
Roscoe 


. Joyce 


Fredericka 


Eileen 


Leahy 
Levee 
Mattison 
Mattison 
Meler 
Mentag 
Pfister 
Proakis 
Sabal 
Sandlin 
Starner 


Veikley 


Woodford 


Sign-In Sheet 


Affiliation Srenature 


Northeastern MPA Student 
National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 
Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Fenway Alliance 
Brookline Resident 
Boston Resident 
Fenway Garden Society 


Fenway Community 
Development Corp 


Symphony United Neighbors 
Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Meeting 
May 7, 2001 


Sign-In Sheet 
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DRAFT Comments on the Vision Statement / Executive Summary 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


May 7, 2001 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
Vision Statement 
a The Vision Statement is not a vision statement as it is currently written. Rather, it is more of a general 


historical overview and statement of need for the project. While these sections are appropriate in the 
Executive Summary, the Vision Statement should be a statement of the goals and philosophy of the 
project, to set the stage. For example, it should explain the goal to respect the historic character of 
the Emerald Necklace, while simultaneously meeting the needs of the 21% century. The current 
Vision Statement could be re-organized into three parts: Vision (philosophy), Historical Overview, 
and Statement of Need (see specific comments, below). 


Relationship with Emerald Necklace Master Plan 


2. The Executive Summary needs to more clearly explain the relationship between this project and the 
Emerald Necklace Master Plan. This project is just the first step, the foundation, for a much larger 
project/plan that will ultimately achieve the goals of the Master Plan. The current project will repair 
the Muddy River watercourse as the spine of the park system, but there are many other steps to 
follow to achieve a fully rehabilitated park. 


if Some clarification of the terms "Emerald Necklace" vs. Muddy River vs. this project area would be 
helpful. 


Project Objectives 


4. Overall, the Executive Summary needs to tie in the project objectives and to explain why 
alternatives, options, approaches are desirable or recommended since many readers have not had the 
opportunity of hearing the consultants presentations. 


Style/Presentation 


2. A diverse audience will likely read the Executive Summary. Therefore, in order to create a stronger 
justification for the project, the text should be presented to in such a way (stylistically) to capture the 
interest of the reader. In other words, it needs more “punch” and “passion”. (see-also editing notes, 
below) 


6. The Executive Summary needs to be clearly and succinctly written to present a stronger and more 
accurate representation of the project as it was presented by the consultants. For example, general 
statements regarding the project alternatives should also contain a clear reason WHY the action is the 
preferred solution. 


rf As written, the Executive Summary has been obviously written by many individuals and is therefore 
uneven and difficult to read. To achieve many of the comments above related to clarity, "punch," 
and flow, he CAC recommends that the proponents/consultants engage one editor to review the 
entire summary, and edit it so that it is more coherent and balanced. At currently written, it is very 
uneven and reflects the fact that many writers have contributed to the various sections. Technical 
terms should be either explained or eliminated. An editor can easily remove jargon. Avoid word 
repetition. 
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The Executive Summary should be illustrated and designed to enhance the understanding of the 
reader. This could be done with headings, illustrations, and maps. 


There should be two additional maps included in the Executive Summary, which are more visual 
than technical. One map should be of the project area and the other of the entire Emerald Necklace 
Park system in the context of Boston and Brookline, in order to set the context for the project. The 
maps need to be more graphically readable, especially to a non-technical reader. 


Public Relations 


10. 


The CAC recommends that the proponents, perhaps in partnership with the Emerald Necklace 
Conservancy, engage a writer/editor/designer to prepare a strong advocacy/descriptive marketing 
piece derived from the Executive Summary and Vision Statement. This publication should be written 
for a general, non-technical audience and be visually attractive. It could be distributed widely, 
provide public information, and help communicate the outcome and benefits of the project to 
political and financial supporters. It might be prepared as an expanded brochure or Prospectus that 
is well illustrated with a combination of historic photos, contemporary photos (including flooded 
conditions) and maps. 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 


Note: specific comments on the Executive Summary may also be developed as additional issues come up, 
after each section of the full EIR is reviewed, and at the close of the CAC review process. 


1.0 Overview 


1 


Reorganize and strengthen section 1.0 to include the following: 


A. Vision - see notes above 


B. Historical overview - the information (currently contained different section of 1.0 Overview) 
should be checked for accuracy and clarity, with specific attention to the following: 


© Did Olmsted coin the term "Emerald Necklace?" When was the term first used? What 
portion of the necklace is comprised of project boundary from Ward's Pond to the Charles 
River? Show a map. 
e _|s the Emerald Necklace really the oldest park system in the country? 
© Include dates of significant events to help explain the intent of the alternatives. 
e Include illustrations 
C. Statement of Need (problem definition, incorporate elements from other sections) 
D. Project objectives - elaborate 


E. Project Schedule and Phasing 


F. Compliance/Review (MEPA, etc.) 
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Figure 1 is very difficult to read as the Muddy River waterway, Charles River, Streets, landmarks are not 
clear. These maps need to present the information clearly to the reader. 


2.0 Project Alternatives 


Ve 


6. 


Figure 2 is very difficult to read as the Muddy River waterway, Charles River, Streets, landmarks are not 
clear. These maps need to present the information clearly to the reader. 


Improve Flood Control - the alternatives should be. clarified, to explain what all the options are, and 
second, which combination of options best achieves the flood control objective. As presented, this is not 
clear. Additional issues such as infrastructure repairs, dredging methods, Phragmites removal, and 
staging areas should be captured under a separate sub-heading. 


improve Water Quality - explain why the recommended alternatives are dredging, source control, and 
BMPs 


Enhance Aquatic and Riparian Habitat - clarify last 2 sentences (explain why) 


Restore Landscape and Historic Resources - is this restoration or rehabilitation according to the 
Secretary's Standards? Eliminate the word "landscaping." Explain the difference between the primary 
and secondary periods of significance and why they effect work on the ground. Why does respecting the 
significance of the landscape conflict with modern use? Rehabilitation is the treatment intended to both 
retain historic character and adapt the property to contemporary uses. It is also the treatment of choice 
when substantial repair work is required. Consider avoiding the terms "primary and secondary periods of 
significance" altogether and use more descriptive language such as "re-establish the historic character of 
the vegetated shoreline, based on its configuration circa 18—". 


Institute BMPs 


3.0 Public/Agency Involvement - refer to list of proponents and CAC members at end of E.S. 


4.0 Existing Conditions 


5.0 Project Design and Construction 


1. 


Need to tie the bullets back to project objectives to explain why the preferred alternatives are desirable 
and essential. Link the recommendations/alternatives to the project objectives and say specifically why 
they were chosen, especially for high cost items. 


Best Management Practices is very weak. Need to explain how to achieve BMP's given the multiple 
jurisdictions. 


6.0 Assessment of Impacts 


7.0 Environmental Mitigation 


8.0 Management and Maintenance Plan 


9.0 Regulatory Requirements 


10.0 Funding Strategy 
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DRAFT Comments on Project Alternatives 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


plete nae eee a EESE ESTE 


May 16, 2001 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


At first blush, the members of the CAC expressed concern that this section lacked a 
clear conclusion and in some cases confused the reader. We further commented that 
the preferred alternative should be more clearly demonstrated. 


it has since been learned by this writer through a conversation with CDM that the MEPA 
process norms suggest that this section illustrate all of the project alternatives and their 
analysis in a straight forward and non biased format. | therefore recommend that the 
CAC focus on the substantive content portions of this section and trust that the 
presentation is appropriate to the intended audience. 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 


Flood Control 


2.1.5 - Given the invasiveness of the Phragmites, it should be clearly stated that the 
dredging should include root mass removal in order to prevent a reoccurrence of the 
plant material. Writer's comment — is this necessary given the language on page 2-39 
last paragraph? | believe that the last 5 bullets under this section are rendered moot 
relative to the MEPA format approach described above. 


BMP’S 


2.3.7 Explain in more detail the plans for daylighting the culvert between Willow Pond 
and Leverett Pond or otherwise restoring flow to the Babbling Brook. Also include 
discussion of plans for both upper and lower sections of Babbling Brook. Need to 
reference Master Plan and Brookline’s CIP. 


P. 2-96 , 2.5.2.4 Language should be stronger regarding illegal connections. Reference 
relevant laws; the proponents should provide details how they are addressing this 
problem. Include on what has been done up to date. In the second paragraph of this 
section change “was considered a BMB” to “is” considered a BMP 


P. 2-97, 2.5.2.6 First part of section is inaccurate, should include responsibilities of all 
proponents and other responsible parties, in the form of list/chart. Within actions, 
“should” vs. “is” needs to be clarified 


2.5.2.5 Hazardous waste and paint recycling collection locations should to be more 
targeted to areas close to the Muddy River; also the frequency of collection days should 
be raised. 


CAC DEIR Draft Comments 
Project Alternatives 
Paul Mertag 


2.02.2 Catchbasin Stenciling — The second paragraph is inaccurate. The 
municipalities have not demonstrated activity on a catchbasin stenciling 
program. This reality should be made clear. 


Table 2.2, p. 6 of 6, Chart implies that MDC cleans catchbasins daily after grass season, 
P. 2-95 2.5.2.1, This page states MDC does not have formal program. Inconsistent 
statements between table and text. 


CAC is seeking accuracy and presentation clarity on current BMP activity by Brookline, 
Boston and the MDC. Also seeking clarity on respective responsibilities and coordinated 
effort where impacts overlap in multi-jurisdictional areas. 


Table 2-3, needs to clarify visually preferred alternatives and degree to which they meet 
project objectives. Clarify what Bold text means; recommend an insertion of a few how- 
to sentences to help the reader use this valuable table. 


Closing Comment to CAC Colleagues: 


lam one pair of eyes; please scrutinize and adjust as consensus dictates. Sorry to be 
unavailable at this meeting. 


CAC DEIR Draft Comments 
Project Alternatives 
Paul Mentag 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 9, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


LOCATION! 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING 


Wednesday, May 16, 2001 


Northeastern University 
Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Room 440 (4th Floor) 


3 


rei =< i~ SeesMap..on Back? “yr yom eee 


Agenda Topic: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #4: 
Project Impacts & Mitigation 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center 


Room 440 — 4th Floor 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


ee, 
\ fsa 
Fens Z 

Shears ——7 


nwa 


Z 


mac 


\ 


ah 


\ ae. 
as 


Pt 


Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


® Green Line 
& Orange Line 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before - 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 
Egan Center ts next to Ruggles Station. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Adviscry Committee 


Northeastern University - Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 


II. 


IIT. 


IV. 


Room 440 (4" Floor) 


Monday, May 16, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 6:15 - 6:30 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Review of Draft Comments: Project Alternatives 6:30 ~ 7:00 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Discussion of Project Impacts and Mitigation 7:00 — 8:20 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 — 8:30 


\\Ant-cbo.nts. 1WMODRIEx.Off. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Neckiace\CAC_Agenda_May 16_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - May 16, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


‘aia Agenda 


II 


Ill 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 

Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 

Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 

Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 

John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


CDM is sending out corrected versions of DEIR with missing pages 
Hugh’s comments in slide presentation to be distributed to CAC 
Pick up copies of directory member list, May 2 and April 23 summary notes. 


Process Issues/Organization 


Susan spoke to Laura Rome at MEPA about the CAC’s question at the last 
meeting: “How far can CAC go in suggesting changes to make the DEIR and/or 
the Executive Summary more of an advocacy document and not undermine the 
chances for success of this project in its next phase of review by the Secretary of 
EOEA.” Laura responded that the Secretary wants the CAC’s expertise and 
objective feedback in evaluating potential environmental impacts of the project 
and the proponent’s plans for minimizing and mitigating damage to the 
environment. 


If the CAC also takes on additional tasks such as making the document 
clearer/stronger, etc., no problem unless the CAC does this to the exclusion of its 
primary function. 


Encourage CAC to write out comments regarding small edits, note the section 
and give to writers, rather than raising for group discussion. 


Review of Draft Comments - Project Alternatives 


Paul’s recommendations in paragraph 2 seems consistent with the message from 
MEPA as to the focus of the CAC. 


After review, CAC suggested a small editing change under Flood Control, Rekeds 
substitute the word points for bullets. 
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CAC Meeting Summary — April 23, 2001] 
Page 2 


IV ___ Discussion - Project Impacts and Mitigation 


Section 6: Assessment of Impact/Environmental Consequences 


e Section 6.1, installation of new park benches - add “and waste barrels”. 


e Section 6.1, recommend assessment and evaluation of health of trees and 
shrubs in the area, with a focus on the potential removal of dead trees in the 
area. 


e Section 6.1.1.3, first paragraph second sentence, clarify and reorder sentence. 


e General comment: Repetition of sentences about fecal coliform count means 
you don’t know which sections of the river are better or worse and which 
sections have a standard problem. If there is a reference to a table or 
appendix that has the information, include the reference. 


e Section 6.1.2.1, last paragraph, add requirement of preparation of the soil, eg. 
aeration and tilling in advance of sodding and seeding and restoring landscape. 
Describe site preparation specific to each area. 


e General Comment: Interested in the role of the contractor versus the city in managing 
new vegetation during interim period before vegetation is fully established. 
Describe two-year post planting maintenance plan. Discussion focused on the issue 
that a maintenance plan may be inadequate before vegetation is established; there 
may be a need for more care of the vegetation during the transition period. 


e Parking Lot:: Recommend process be put in place for site inspection and checking of 
vegetation prior to transfer from contractor to municipalities to ensure the vegetation 
is in good shape when the contract is done. 


e Section 6.1.2.2, under Benthic Resources section, question assumptions regarding 
quality of benthic and other resources. 


e Section 6.1.2.2, Benthic Resources section, bio-accumulation is preferred term for bio- 
magnification. 


e Section 6.1.2.2, Benthic Resources section, what does this:term mean: Recruitment 
from storm drain. Discussion about what could be recruited from a storm drain that 
might be desirable. Explain, give examples or delete. 


e General Comment: All historic resources sections under Section 6, historic resources 
are not just built features but are also landscape features that are remaining, for 
example vegetation and grading. 


e Section 6.1.3.1, include that the historic character has been compromised by the 
construction of the Bowker overpass, however, there are several historic features 
remaining, such as grading, significant trees and defined spatial relationships. © 


CAC Meeting Summary — April 23, 2001] 
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Section 6.1.3.1, some sections refer to Charlesgate as having no historic resources, 
although there are references about historical resources in other parts of the chapter. 
Need to clear up inconsistencies about historical resources in the Charlegate area. 


Section 6.1.3.1, need to clarify the kind of protection fencing that will be used. 


Section 6.1.4, want reference to an explanation of construction traffic impacts, eg. an 
appendix reference and include clearer explanation of relative impact (quantitative 
and qualitative analysis) in this section. ~ 


Section 6.2, bullet 3, restore the bank as constructed according to historic intent, 
instead of natural bank. 


Section 6.2.1.2, last sentence, need recommendation to address how to deal with 
Stony Brook conduit being a continuing source of contamination. 


Section 6.2.1.2, define analytes in glossary. 


Section 6.2.1.3, Staging Area Runoff, second sentence, substitute: crushed stone will 
minimize compaction, instead of leaving soil undisturbed, which is inaccurate. 


Section 6.2.1.3, Turbid Water section, Phragmites should be cut before flowering in 
(the previous) July as a first step before seeds come out. Also include statement that 
proper cultural practices should be followed in removing Phragmites. 


Section 6.2.2.1, p. 6-22, how is the loam ground going to be prepared for restoration? 
Similar to previous comment about aeration and tilling the soil. 


Section 6.2.2.2, wants validation that freshwater shellfish exist in the Fens. 


General Comment: need to reference validation or documentation in appendices that 
support statements throughout the draft EIR. 


Section 6.2.2.1, CAC want to see an indication of how mature historic trees and other 
historic features in the Fens bridge staging area will be protected during 
construction. 


Section 6.2. any plans for a bridge when the riverway in the Sears parking lot is 
daylighted? 


General Comment: Section 6, all traffic sections, want layman’s description of traffic 
and noise impact of construction. 


Section 6.3.1.2, sediment quality section, concerned about limited reference to animal 
fecal matter. This is the first reference to this. 


Section 6.4.1, second to last paragraph, need to include more strategies for 
discouraging geese, in addition to the strategy of planting vegetation. Planting will 
be done consistent with historic intent. Planting alone may not solve the geese 
problem. Parking Lot: May need protective fencing until vegetation is established 
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Section 6.4, include in bulleted list: stabilization of eroding island shores. 


Section 6.4.2.2 and 6.5.2.2, boiler plate language better suits down stream as opposed 
to upstream habitats. Character changes as you move upstream; regional accuracy 
required. 


Concerned about sequence of dredging and silt fences in terms of the impact on the 
river and fish. Is one sequence of dredging better than another sequence? 


Section 6.4.2.2, Wildlife Resources, wants more detail on the rodent population. 


Section 6.4.2.3, explain impact on Grebes under endangered and threatened species 
section. Why are Grebes not an issue? 


Section 6.4.2.5, first paragraph, make reference to work that needs to be done on 
other two existing islands. 


Section 6.4.3.3, want more explanation about design and impact of new softball field, 
particularly on historic resources, pedestrian and traffic impacts. 


Section 6.5.1.3, fourth paragraph, 6-84, why only BWSC for the catch basin 
improvement program in Willow Pond? 


Typo: repetition of word dredging 


Section 7: Environmental Mitigation 


Section 7.0, p. 7-1, second sentence in second paragraph - need clarification on equal 
precedence. 


Section 7.2.6, who enforces work under Weekly Environmental Inspection Reports. 


Writers: please look at comments under section 6 and identify comments relating to 
mitigation that apply to section 7. 


Page 7-12, fourth bullet, number 3, re: water samples - three sources (field) are 
identified - where will the analysis of the other samples be done. 


Section 9: Statutory and Regulatory Standards and Requirements 


Section 9.1.2, section 106, define what an undertaking is. It is a technical term (use 
info in earlier part of document). 


Section 9.1.2, this section should note that the Secretary of the Interior’s standards 
are the benchmarks against which effects are evaluated. 


Section 9.1.2, the Mass Historic Commission is the SHPO not “would function as.” 


P. 9-5, Delete last sentence in section 9.1.2 because it is not applicable. 
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¢ Section 9.2.1, in parentheses, correct spelling of man-made - not madmade! 

¢ Section 9.2.1, second to last sentence in paragraph 2 regarding no historic elements at 
Charlesgate, contradicts earlier statements in Chapter 6 regarding historic features at 
Charlesgate. 

e Table 9-1, and all similar tables in Section 9, revise “no effect on historic resources 


column” under section 106 - question about advisability because of course there is 
an effect. Either n/a or partially meets objective. 


V Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


There were no questions from the public. 


....— : ss ”—~—”:—C“N:”SC ADI “Y/DOTT 


£ uOljJag -yuawmaajoauy Aduasysoyjqng - 


DjJaqvsy ‘s1yvo1g assoay 


| 2 - ; Oan- SNOBUD||22SIW | 


]9QDY uolsuDp ‘uIMmYyssay 


: Ada] JUaUWUOD az1]DU1-] ‘pavyoiy ‘puvagsapjiy 
i AN ‘eH 28pod Osy / SNOAUD]JaISIW divy ‘uIMYS4a4) UDA 
- He. Spi ss Nes Beene —< ~ Sete tetas SS. = eo iat BRE Eh S 
Paifiny aunr ori | 
AN ‘sau9g ue8g Opy Suipun.y ‘ysDayY pavyr1y Usiaay — juawarig uoIstA | \O0z-UNf-07| ‘PPM | 6 . | 
' 
S2)d0] aaogy uj papnjouy JON sanss] 4ayIC - 
[xXipuaddy :sjuamwod ANZ 0} Sasuodsay - | 
1 ] uonrag suoyanposjuy - | 
| ddy : - 
| sn yuowoBouny YA og ek ed 
Aynoey QIN ‘Aemury OU) 96 PuD aduduajulpp saoipuaddy »p  uonrag :suompuoy Sunsixq - Po | 8 
upunjjD) 7] puv y saoipuaddyp 
| | 
| 


7 ‘ye, ] 08 pened uvd.J ‘S1YDOI 7 28108 01 y . | un{-p “uo ! 

; NN ‘HEL F4Ppoq OSr juawa8Svuvy jsag YS) d +) Suipun l | 1007-unf- A W iL 
7 : u01]D31}1 “1 7 up? uoljoaa | | 
; odunoy} f IY ‘uosivW ysnyy : : oe 


JuamasvuDyp pun aouvuajuinpy | 1002-4eW-0¢| PPA 
1 


Aynoe.| AN ‘AeMUa4 3U1 96 pun sjovduy joafoig. 


ay4ng PA 
aANDULa}] P ‘uosINDW yYsnyy ‘ulysvg 
passafasqjusisag jaafoig Aylwy ‘dajyyiag vy Ii4apasy 


L°S Pun Ce UdNDIg 
SAINIDAd Juaasvuvyp jsag 


! 
rt tenn —-—--|-—___}_-__._ 
6 pun Z ‘9 suolszag : ; | 
uONDsIIW puv sjavduy j2al0.1g 


100Z-ABW-LO| “vow j 


‘paofpooyy uaa 
Saaypusayy oafotg “1ajInD PZ 


NN {42}U9;5 uedy Opp 


| Xipuaddy ‘¢ uoysag 
aANDUsa)]p patdsafaty/usisaq 12alotd 


Se a a 


ante p4ofpooy uaajiq 


‘UOSIIJDJ auaja 
aAlNIaxq/juaUlajDIS UO1S1A NDP auaplp 


| 
| 


AN ‘30)U95 uray Opp 


Z uoiuzas 
Saalousay]p joafotd 


a 


| 
Blows. eA pee? Pe 2 “A > nen 
| 
| 


AN ‘32)u9D ue3y Opp (auou) Svjuay jnvg 100z-Aew-zo] ‘pam | Z 


pe ee ee ee. 


. dajap uainvTy ‘dyiasvpy 
(2uou) ad410aL) ‘dway saouvs.y 


| 


Aipuiuiny aaynoaxq/juawajnjg uoisi4, | \0oz-4dy-¢z| “uo; | I 


i 
i 
{ 


ON ‘HEH 23poq OSp 


oa) 2 et nd BE BE nm ie Baas Lats 
yUSUIU0) 
| u0nes0'y] Wesq Jo MaIATY uoIssnds}q 10} d1do], a}8q 


yoday joeduyy [eUsUIUOAU Yeiq JO MIIADY 
FALLINWOD AYOSIAGY SNAZILID JOVIAOIN GIVUAWY 


10/91/SO -aeq wud 


Attachment | 


oeting Sicn-in Sheet 


cathy Baskin Charles River Watershed Association 


Yharles Alan =‘ Birnbaum National Park Service 
r Burke Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition 
_ M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 
| Fenway Community “ed 
Suzanne Comtois Development Corp * 
pprstine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
: ca) A 
rec Cutler Brookline Resident Cie AC (Ss ae i 
| 
Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts : 


vat 
| Gb eee pales 
Frances Allou Gershwin Mahoney Hawkes, LLP J Aprine UIY KLANG Nptw 


Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 
‘George Hagerty Fenway Studios, Inc. 
aes \ \. in 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance ee \ a \ 
Richard Heath 
Gary R. Hilderbrand Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 
Adam Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 


| pees i, Kemp Fenway Resident 
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VIecting Sign-In Sheed 
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John Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 


Arleyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks —— : ard * AE Eaapeme #” 
fr Re Z J - . : > 
Arlene Mattison Emerald Necklace Conservancy ws Ay Atl of 7 fae {/ ' ay 
: A v4 /" ae iy 
Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond ber Pee yaw 
fe f- a, 
” cae a , : 
Lauren Meier . : HUW Sf bf. 
Paul Mentag Fenway Alliance 
Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 
George Proakis Boston Resident 
deloen Sabal Fenway Garden Society ds piel O° 3 ost | Alch 
Fenway Community 
Roscoe Sandlin Development Corp 
Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 15, 2001 

gue EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Monday, May 21, 2001 
Northeastern University 
Dodge Hall, Room 450 (4th floor) 


Huntington Avenue (off the main quadrangle, next to the YMCA 
and the Green Line Station) 


Pie) ieee Manton; Backi\~|.~ fF “WSS 


Agenda Topic: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #5: 


Best Management Practices 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Dodge Hall -- Room 450 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


4 6 — Dodge Hall 


aN 
Go f yenue i sistty & 


NU Columbus Ave. Lot - 


[ -si6 ] - Pay Parking Available 
i 
5 f Syenn + 
| >| NU Renaissance Garage — | 
SS ia Pay Parking Available a 
From The Fenway (walking): 


Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to Huntington Avenue. 
Turn left on Huntington. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. 


# Green Line 
® Orange Line 


From Green Line (E Train): 
Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk across Huntington Avenue to the main quad. 
Dodge Hall is the building on the left as you enter the main quad. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up to Huntington Avenue. Tum right. Dodge Hall is on the main 


quad near the Green Line stop. 


From the Parking Garages: 
Columbus Ave. Garage: Cross the tracks on the footbridge and continue walking to the main 


quadrangle. Dodge Hall is to your right. 
Renaissance Garage: walk through Ruggles MBTA Station and exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up 
to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. ( 


Il. 


Il. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University - Dodge Hall 
Room 450 — 4" Floor 


Monday, May 21, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 6:15 - 6:30 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Notice of Project Change 
Fran Beatty, ASLA, Senior Landscape Architect for Historical Parks 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Review of Draft Comments: Project Design/Preferred Alternative 6:30-7:00 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Discussion of Best Management Practices 7:00 — 8:20 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 8:20 - 8:30 


\Wni-cbo.nts. 1\MOOR\Ex.Off. of Env Affairs\Emerakd Necklaca\CAC_Agenda_May 21_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - May 21, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


‘Sis Agenda 
Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


e Samantha Overton Bussell from MDC and Amy Schofield from BWSC will 
observe and answer any questions on their agencies’ role in BMPs. 


e Memo from Isabella Callanan indicates that there is a problem with mountain 
bikes in the park and more aggressive signage is required to control bike traffic. 


e Dudley Bonsal sitting in for Kathy Baskin, who is a writer for this section. 


II Process Issues/Organization 


e When going through the DEIR in chronological order, the CAC also needs to get 
a global perspective for general comments. The CAC needs to ask: What is 
right? What is wrong? What is missing? We need to add this step after each 
topic is discussed. 


Notice of Project Change - Regarding CAC Review of the “filing” Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Fran Beatty, ASLA, Senior Landscape Architect for Historical Parks, Boston Parks and 
Recreation Dept. 


Fran Beatty explained that the proponents are proposing to file a “Notice of Project 
Change” to waive the 30-day CAC review period that, under the MEPA regulations, 
precedes the filing to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 


The proponents are concerned about pushing out the Charlesgate portion of the project 
and FEMA, which is providing the federal funding for Charlesgate, has expressed 
concern over the delay in the start of this work. 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 21, 2001 
Page 2 


The attached chart shows the normal review cycle under MEPA at the top and the 
proposed change at the bottom. 


Under MEPA regulations, the CAC has 30 days of review prior to filing with the 
Secretary. At the end of these 30 days, the CAC’s comment letter may be attached to the 
DEIR. However, there are no changes made to the DEIR and the Secretary and the 
public review the same version of the DEIR that the CAC reviewed. 


The changes proposed by the proponent include: 


¢ A 60-day “pre-filing” review by the CAC (which is occurring now between April 23, 
2001 and June 25, 2001). This allows for the proponents to include CAC comments 
and revise the DEIR prior to filing with the Secretary. (This “pre-filing” review is 
not required under MEPA regulations, but, due to the complexity of the project and 
extensiveness of the DEIR, the proponents have offered this opportunity to the 
CAS) 


¢ Review of the “filing” DEIR: Instead of providing 30 days prior to filing with the 
Secretary (and 30 days after the filing), the proponents propose a 60-day combined 
period when the Secretary, CAC and public will review the DEIR. The CAC would 
review the “filing” DEIR simultaneously with the review by the Secretary and the 
public. 


¢ The CAC’s comment letter to the proponents from the current “pre-filing” review 
will be attached to the DEIR submitted to the Secretary. 


The following would not change: 


¢ The CAC would still write its comment letter to the Secretary representing the 
consensus of the committee. 


¢ Individual members of the CAC would have the opportunity to write their own 
letters (or letters representing their consistencies) to the Secretary. 


CAC Discussion 


The CAC discussed the proposed Notice Project Change and concern was expressed that 
the filing DEIR may not adequately represent the CAC’s input. CAC members are 
concerned that they would not get to review the filing draft again before it was filed 
with the Secretary in order to see if their comments were adequately addressed. The 
CAC wants to know how the CAC’s comments are being absorbed by the proponents 
before DEIR is submitted to the Secretary. 


Fran explained that the proposal for a Notice of Project Change was being presented for 
discussion, but not decision, at tonight's meeting. The proposed change will also be on 
next week’s meeting agenda. 


Iii 


CAC Meeting Summary — May 21, 2001 
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Review of Draft Comments - Project Description 


Rearranged order of comments, putting the general comments first and the 
specific comments after. 


Deleted sentence under 5.7, Best Management Practices, which will be discussed 
tonight (5/21/01). 


Discussion 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, 2"4 bullet needs to be more specific, by adding, improve 
water quality in the Muddy River to a Class B level, thereby also contributing to 


the improvement of water quality in the Charles River. 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, CAC suggests adding another bullet before 5' bullet, 
contribute to fishing and recreational uses in the Muddy River. 


General Comment, Section 2.5, reference made to section 5.6, should be 5.7. Check 
any other references in this section. 


Section 2.5, goal of the project is to reduce sediment loads by another 30%. 
Request further information from the engineers to better understand the 
implications of asking for greater reductions of sediment loads. Suggest making 
reference to Olmsted's master plan and original design. 


Add further explanation of the actual physical changes needed to achieve the 
30% and support for arriving at this figure. 


Section 2.5.1, table 2-2, request more current data than 1990 reference to illegal 
connections. 


Section 2.5.1, table 2-2, should mention geese, as well as dogs. 
Table 2-2, should provide complete explanation of NPDES in a footnote. 
Table 2-2, clarify that ft. 2 = square ft. | 


Table 2-2, third bullet, clarify that T symbol is a computer error and should be 
numbered. 


Table 2-2, third bullet, add a description of how private parking compliance is 
maintained. 


Table 2-2, last sentence, include summary of the findings from the final report. 


Table 2-2, p 2 of 6, street sweeping notes misrepresent current sweeping 
practices. Clarify. 


CAC Meeting Summary - May 21, 2001 
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General comment on Table 2-2, CAC wants table to be clearer. In addition to 
city/town and proponent responsibilities, also include and identify practices that 
apply specifically to Muddy River either in another column or separate table. 
E.g. Currently street sweeping in Fenway is resident driven rather than done on 
a regular basis. Street sweeping should be required and added to the 
recommendations. Request analysis of what BMP practices are being 
implemented/not implemented, either in a narrative or separate chart. 


Table 2-2, (page 2 of 6) clarify what actions will be taken to about oil leaking 
from the former Brookline PW building. 


Figure 2-40, page 2-93. The pie chart is significant because it clearly shows that 
the three largest pie sections fall under BMP and maintenance. 
Recommendation that this point be stressed and that the pie chart be included 
in the Executive Summary. 


Section 2.5.2, page 2-92, typical urban runoff should be a bullet. 
Section 2.5.2.1, add funding source. 


Section 2.5.2.1, recommend that the MDC break down budgets specifically for 
catch basin cleaning in the Charles River area. 


Section 2.5.2.1, last paragraph, inaccurate explanation of law. Need to revise. 
Recommendations need to be included in parking lot section. 


General Comment, need to raise issues of future maintenance and funding under 
multiple jurisdictions parking lot sections. 


Section 2.5.2.5, 2-97, suggest increasing frequency of collection and number of 
collection sites and recommend institutional parking lots adjacent to the parks 
for possible collection sites. 


Section 2.5.2.4, most of the illicit collections, most should be quantified. 


Section 2.5.2.6, first and second bullet, why MDC and not proponents. Third 
bullet, question the accuracy of the statement. Clarify. 


Section 2.5.2.6, concerned about compost leaching into the Muddy River. 
Suggest that composting be located upland and removed in the fall. 


Section 2.5.2.7 - typo in second last sentence on page 2-97, “very” should be 
44 every” 


Section 2.5.2.7, p 2-98, what streets in the watershed are included? Need to be 
more specific. 


Section 2.5.2.6, under regular trail maintenance, what efforts are being made to 
discourage dirt bike trails. 
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Section 2.5.2.8, last sentence, change “investigating” to “developing” alternative 
methods. 


Section 2.5.2.9, explain why there needs to be a designated feeding area and 
provide more specifics on by-laws and who will provide enforcement of pooper 
scooper laws. 


Section 2.5.2.10, Clarify and quantify the proposed tax incentives. 


Section 2.5.2.11, fifth bullet, change “would provide a method”, to “will 
provide.” 


Section 2.5.2.11, change “which should be incorporated”, to “which will be.” 
Section specifics on who is doing water quality testing and with what money. 
Section 2.5.3, need to include maintenance details of evaluating various BMPs. 


Section 2.5.2.11, P. 2-100, suggest of an additional bullet to keep oil runoff from 
streets out of the river in Boston and Brookline, including oil separators. 


General Comment, wherever eroded banks are referenced also include eroded 
paths. 


Section 2.5.4, last sentence on page 2-105 should be more specific. Add consistent 
with recommendations in Sections 5. 


General Comment, need to be clearer about which practices are currently 
implemented and which are possible alternatives. Need to be clear that this 
section is a laundry list and not recommendations. There needs to bea 
differentiation between Best Management Practices and maintenance practices. 


Section 2.5.3, p 2-101, last paragraph, the scope of the Center for Watershed 
Protection Study should be broader. VB study may be too specific. 


Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


Secretary is looking for a pathway for protecting the resource of the Muddy 
River. CAC can help the Secretary convince the national government and other 
entities to fund this project. The Secretary is not interested in speed, but is 
interested in advice. 
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Kathy 


Charles Alan 


Edward 


lsabella M. 


Suzanne 


Christine 


Joward 


Margaret 
' 
Frances Allou 


Alan 
George 


June 


Richard 


Gary R. 


Baskin 


Birnbaum 


Burke 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Cutler 


Dyson 


Gershwin 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Heath 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


Kemp 
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Sign-In Sheet 


Signature 


Affiliation 


Charles River Watershed Association 


a, ley Ro | 


dhe net bo Meade ny 


National Park Service 


( 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition \ 
Friends of the Muddy River \, 
Fenway Community 

Development Corp 

Jamaica Pond Project 

Brookline Resident 

Historic Massachusetts 

Mahoney Hawkes, LLP 

The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios,|Inc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 
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John 


Arleyn A. 


Arlene 


Hugh 


Lauren 


Paul 


Jane 


George 


Marion 


Roscoe 


Joyce 


Fredericka 


Eileen 
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Leahy 


Levee 


Mattison 


Mattison 


Meier 


Mentag 


Pfister 


Proakis 


Sabal 


Sandlin 


Starner 


Veikley 


Woodford 
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Signature 


Northeastern MPA Student 
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National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 


i 


lads 


Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


o 


Friends of Leverett Pond 
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Fenway Alliance 


Brookline Resident 


Boston Resident 

Fenway Garden Society 
Fenway Community 
Development Corp 
Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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MEMORANDUM 
DATE: May 22, 2001 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 
Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 
RE: Meeting Notice 
Wednesday, May 30, 2001 
. Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 


Northeastern University Faculty Center 


[ie pa PSee. Map on Backless «~ Ve aS eH 


Agenda Topics: Continuation of Discussion from May 21st Meeting: 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #6: 


Management & Maintenance Plan 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Please note the Red Sox will be playing the NY Yankees that evening at Fenway Park. Traffic 
will be heavy, parking will be scarce, and the MBTA will be crowded. Please leave extra time in 
order to arrive on time! 


Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 
Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Forsyth Path 41— Faculty Club 


Northeastern U. — 
Green Line Station 


ee 


= no nil 


The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From The Fenway (walkin 


From Green Line (E Train): 

Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platfocn, 

Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 


(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
right) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Parking Garage: ( 
Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 


Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway. 


Il. 


Il. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University - Kerr Hall 
Faculty Center 


Wednesday, May 30, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Notice of Project Change — CAC decision 


Review of Draft Comments: Project Impacts and Mitigation 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Best Management Practices (Section 5.7) 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Management Practices and Maintenance 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Fi acilitator 


Presentation by Hugh Mattison 
Richard Heath’s comments 
Updates on Current Practices 
CAC Discussion of Section 8 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:30 


6:30 — 6:45 


6:45 — 7:15 


7:15 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-22 May 30 2001__DEIR Review 6\CAC_Agenda_May 30_2001.doc 
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RICHARD HEATH 
Landscape Historian 


42 Bourne Street * Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts 02130 * 617.522.7431 


MAINTENANCE -MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 


Section Five. Page 5- 60 


The Victory Gardens are both an integral part of the Back Bay Fens and under the 
jurisdiction of the Boston Parks Dept. Parks Department policy must state that no pesticide 
or fertilizers will be used near waterbodies of any park in the Necklace. Both municipal 
proponents must introduce and monitor integrated pest management in the Emerald 
Necklace. 


Source Control of Best Management Practices. 


Second paragraph. 
* Elimination of desire lines is required to make certain that pedestrians stay on the 
footpaths (they are not trails. ). | 


* Temporary fencing will be required from 3 to 5 years to protect all watercourse 
plantings, to promote the growth of tall vegetation,to stop erosion and to create new patterns 
of use. 


* Correction of desire lines will begin in the spring of 2002 with annual footpath 
maintenance including revegetation ( when required ). 


* Design and repair of improper parkway curb settings must begin no later than 2002. 
[ Note these are not MDC curb cuts. They are parkway curbs; the parkways are an integral 
part of the Emerald Necklace and this must be made clearer throughout the whole DEIR. ] 


* The design and construction of particle separators along Park Drive, The Fenway 
and Agassiz Road are the mandated responsibility of the MDC and this work must begin in 
2003. . . 


Fourth paragraph. 

* Boston must develop a new street sweeping program that includes frequency and 
alternative resident parking during regular sweeps . This work should be implemented in 
the fall of 2002. $ 
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*The MDC must improve their catch basin cleaning programs from The Fenway to 
the Arborway. The MDC must submit to the proponents, to EOEA and to the CAC a 
workable maintenance plan complete with personnel, equipment and budget for Emerald 
Necklace parkway maintenance. 


* The MDC is responsible for correction of all curb settings. the MDC must evaluate 
and repair the curbing along The Fenway and The Riverway, work to be completed no later 
than 2003. 
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Willow Pond The footpaths around Ward’s Pond must be rebuilt and stabilized to prevent 
further erosion into the Pond and hence into Muddy river. The severe washes on two sides 
of Nickerson hill must be repaired, replanted and fenced for a minimum of five years. This 
includes the stone steps. This work must begin no later than 2002. It will be a City of Boston 
_ capital project. 
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Single element costs. 


1. Must cost to the MDC of curbs and catchbasin construction. 
2. Must include costs to the City of Boston for construction at Ward’s Pond of footpaths 
and erosion control at Nickerson Hill. 


3. There must be a cost estimate for a clerk of the works for this huge capital project. 

This should be funded by the Boston Parks Department and be an additional staff to the 
chief engineer. There is only one chief engineer for the entire Boston Parks Department; it 
will be impossible for the Parks Dept. to monitor the Charlesgate phase without additional 
full time staff. There will be significant benefits in quality control, atention to detail and 
cost savings with a Parks Dept. engineer on day to day construction coordination and 
management of the Muddy River project. This is a real cost and it seems to have been 
overlooked. 


Section 5.7.8. page 5- 64 


Enforcement. 
Requires a total rewrite to emphasize the fact that a $91 million capital project for less than 
200 acres of parkland requires more than just an MOA and regular meetings. 


This section must lead with this: 


The responsibility for enforcement and monitoring rests on the project proponents. 
Municipalities allot large sums of money to design and build, but fail to provide and 
budget for operation and maintenance. 

Operations costs can range from 3% to 10% of the construction costs. At the current budget 
for the Muddy River , annual maintenance and operations of the six parks of the Emerald 
Necklace should cost between $2.7 to $9.1 million 

The first annual update report will include a management plan for single management 
administration of the Emerald Necklace that includes administrative and maintenance 
personnel, their job descriptions and a full budget broken down by the line item for each job. 
This will be based upon research of present day practices and costs for land management 
and historic natural resource management of which there are many examples in the 
Commonwealth and New England. Approval of the next phases of work will depend upon 
the acceptance of this workable plan by the secretary of EOEA. 


SECTION EIGHT 
PAGE 8-4 / MAINTENANCE MANAGEMENT 


This section must be rethought and rewritten. There is a long list of what to do and how to 
do it, but nothing on who will do this work and the skill level of full time personnel 
required. 

A full year of intense thought and research was devoted to the eel project. It is only right 
to expect an equal amount of time to determine how the parks will be managed after the 
work is completed. 


First and foremost, this section does not explain how much it will cost to maintain the work 
that is painstakingly described and budgeted in the preceding seven sections. We know to 
the penny the cost to build it, we don’t know the cost to annually maintain it. We must. 


Second, the personnel figures are not backed up with documentation and research to show 
how the numbers and descriptions were arrived at in the first place. There are no personnel 
and equipment figures for the parkways at all. Personnel must include an expanded 
landscape architecture division complete with natural systems specialists and capital project 


managers. The Prospect Park administrators office designs and manages capital projects in- 
house. 


Third. This section describes tree work, but does not include a tree crew, both removal and 
planting and the associated annual costs. 


Fourth this section does not explain that the three affected parks of the DEIR are but one 
third of a much larger, integrated park system that must be managed as a whole. 
Controlling erosion, sedimentation, eliminating pesticides, desire lines and invasive 
species, removing dead trees and replanting trees are also issues at Franklin Park and 
Jamaica Park. 


Section Eight should begin in this way: 

The Executive Office of Environmental Affairs is a party to the management of the 
Emerald Necklace in two ways: first because one of the three managing agencies of the 
Necklace is a subordinate division of EOEA; second because EOEA demands an annual 
report on how the Emerald Necklace work that it has or will permit is being maintained. 

No certificate will be issued until a workable management plan has been submitted to 
EOEA with budget line items for administrative staff, skilled and unskilled staff and 
equipment for a dedicated Emerald Necklace Park Division. Just as the Cemetery Division 
has its own crew, machinery and office separate from the rest of Boston Parks maintenance, 
so will the Emerald Necklace have its own separate administration. The certificate will 
depend on one being created. 
; Within one year of the release of the DEIR- that:is, in March, 2002 - the proponents 

will submit a workable plan for an integrated Emerald Necklace administration with one 
manager and one fully staffed management and maintenance office . This will include the 
seamless integration of the parkways into this single management entity. The proponents 
with full CAC participation will analyze the feasibility of how this office is created and 
funded . These should include: 


1. Legislation. The 1875 Boston Parks Dept. legislation is amended creating a special 
Emerald Necklace administration. 


2. The 1956 legislation transferring the parkways to the MDC is revoked and the parkways 
revert back to Boston with a line item subsidy similar to that given each year to Zoo New 
England. 


3. An MOA in which Brookline grants Boston rights to enter, manage and maintain its 
sections of the Emerald Necklace. 


4. Non profit management. This is not new territory, but Boston seems to resist adapting 
even a portion of it. It is not enough for corporations and the public to simply write checks 
to the Boston Parks Dept. for the Emerald Necklace. , 

I favor this because I mean a completely new management entity free of public sector 
restraints. I mean an entity that has the full attention of the public. There are twenty years of 
hard earned experience in Prospect Park and Central Park on how a public private park 
administration works. Both parks have separate maintenance staff levels of a highly 
specialized professional corps that Boston needs. 


5. Funding of the Emerald necklace administrators office will be analyzed and 
recommendations made. 

*One example is that the income from Parkman Fund for the next 50 years is devoted 
entirely to the Emerald Necklace. 


* Another example is 3 % of all parking ticket revenues is devoted to the Emerald Necklace. 


With the majority of the CAC in approval, the Secretary will make a determination of the 
preferred method of creating for the first time in its history, a single management entity for 
all six parks of the Emerald Necklace and their connecting parkways. 


The Federal government- to which the proponents are looking to pay for this work - will be 
more willing to contribute if they see how determined the City of Boston is in fulfilling its 
responsibilities to maintain the work after it is completed 


It makes no sense to aim for a 30% increase in the length of time required before the River 
needs to be dredged again. Common, elementary school sense tells me that the best 


maintenance practices and staffing levels will prolong this work for a century. 


The DEIR must explain maintenance- management in more detail. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes - May 30, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


II 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Two handouts distributed by John: Comments on BMPs from Freddie Veikley & 
Maintenance/Management comments from Richard Heath. 


Process Issues/Organization 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Notice of Project Change - CAC Decision 


The CAC agreed to defer the discussion of this matter until the end of the 
meeting. At 8:15, the CAC returned to this discussion and Fran Beatty again 
explained the proposal for Notice of Project Change. The goal of the project 
change is to streamline the process, which would have the advantage of 
expediting phase 1. Phase 1 is related to the rest of the project and therefore 
cannot be separated from the rest of the EIR. FEMA wants to see visible progress 
on public review of DEIR. E 


CAC requested a calendar that shows dates for the proposed project change. 
Fran indicated that the CAC has a schedule that goes through the end of June. 
The CAC letter is scheduled to be submitted to proponents at the beginning of 
July. The changes and the printing of the revised DEIR document would take 
place in August. The revised draft would be completed and filed by Labor Day 
with 60 days to follow for public and CAC review. 


The CAC asked that an e-mail be sent to all CAC members about the Project 
Change so they can vote by email or phone. The email should detail the two 
options and include a calendar of dates. 


Ill 
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CAC suggest that June 20th be set aside to revisit “Vision.” 


Review of Draft Comments - Project Impacts & Mitigation 


CAC discussed Ed's preface from the summary, which generated discussion 
about Notice of Project Change and other previous discussions. 


Laura Rome of MEPA - Comments made to Secretary will highlight areas where 
CAC disagree with proponents, as well as areas where CAC agrees. The 
Secretary will be particularly interested in points of disagreement that are so 
great that the project can’t move forward. If other points of disagreement are not 
so significant, the project will move forward. 


Can CAC receive a list of the comments that are not incorporated into DEIR? 


- Fran Beatty stated that some comments will have to be taken back to city 
departments but these comments can be bundles together for CAC at the end of 
the review process. 


Discussion of Best Management Practices 


Re: Freddie’s comments on handout - a discussion emphasized the concern 
about who is going to do what, when and with what money? (See chart in 
Freddie’s handout). 


Section 5.7.1, second bullet - This section needs to be re-worded. 


Section 5.7.1, first bullet - water quality samples should be taken more frequently 
than annually and should be consistent with the frequency of sampling described 
in section 8. Samples should be taken from the same sites so that future 
comparisons can be made. References should be made to relevant parts of 
Section 8. 


Section 5.7.1, third bullet - Who is going to coordinate information for the 
amount of de-icing products and how will these be implemented? 


General Comment - Instead of stating owners should, document should state it 
is necessary for owners to..... Language needs to be strengthened. References 
should be made to sections that describe how these recommendations will be 
enforced. 


General Comment - Section 8 reflects the CAC’s desire for more specifics. 
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CAC wants a commitment in the document from the City of Boston and Town of 
Brookline. For example, they will do what, with what budget? 


Information about BMPs anticipated costs for future years should be provided by 
City of Boston and Town of Brookline. 


DEIR should include both BMP capital improvements and BMP maintenance 
costs in the budget. See Section 8.11.3, page 8-40 for BMP cost chart (this chart is 
not adequate). 


Bruce Conklin - If department has sufficient staff and resources, it was assumed 
that there will be no additional costs and therefore the costs were not broken 
down in DEIR. If departments did not have sufficient staff, equipment or 
maintenance, then the increased costs for these needed resources were identified 
in DEIR. CAC questioned this assumption. 


Discussion on scope/boundaries of project will be further discussed under 
Funding Section. 


Comment from Laura Rome of MEPA, Secretaries Office - Project extends 
beyond boundaries of the river to include the historical landscape. 


Public Education - CAC would like to see descriptive boards and signage 
describing the project and types of equipment used in restoration. PARKING 
LOT. | 


General Comment - CAC would like to see a visual included, showing project 
boundaries with shaded and unshaded areas. 


Section 5.7.1, first bullet on P. 5-59 - How will this be addressed beyond the 
boundaries of the project. 


Section 5.7.2 - Discussion about pilot program and particle separators and 
questions to Bruce Conklin (CDM). Money is available for four additional 
particle separators if needed. 


Section 5.7.3 - What current BMPs exist in the Charlesgate area? 


Section 5.7.3, p. 5-59, last sentence - Add repair, along with street sweeping and 
catch basin cleaning. 


Section 5.7.4.1, first paragraph - compost, term should be changed to yard 
waste/ plant waste/ garden waste, and it should be removed more frequently. 


Section 5.7.4.1 - Victory Gardens are a private entity who will need to enforce 
pesticide control. The Parks Department does have jurisdiction over the Garden 
Society. Fran noted they have discussion each year with the Victory Gardens. 
Public education should be coordination with the Victory Gardens (PARKING 
LOT). 


VI 
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- Section 5.7.42, Table 5-7 - Victory Garden dredging volumes seem high. Bruce 


Conklin (CDM) is going check the levels referenced in the table. 


General Comment - Are there any BMPs related to the West Nile Virus in 
Willow Pond? 


CAC is concerned about MDC’s ability to maintain parkways and their need for 
funding (Parking Lot to address the need for MDC funding). 


John reports that Samantha Overton Bussell is prepared to implement catch 
basin improvements. 


General Comments - How will eroded upland slopes located beyond the project 
boundary be addressed? 


Section 8 - How will park maintenance be enforced in the future without citizen 
oversight? Questions about how often CAC will meet, etc. 


Section 5.7.8 - need to reword last sentence in first paragraph, their dogs instead 
of themselves. | 


Section 5.7.8, first and forth paragraph - CAC would like to know what 
enforcement will be provided if BMP practices are not maintained. 


Section 5.7.8, third paragraph - suggest that the last sentence does not belong 
here, not “fail to provide budget...”. What steps are they taking to provide 
budget for operation and maintenance costs? —- 


Section 5.7.8, first bullet - clarify what annually means, e.g. quarterly sampling? 
Consistency with other sections needed. 


Discussion of Management Practices & Maintenance 
This section will be discussed at the next meeting. 
Fran Beatty asked CAC whether they would still like to have a presentation on 


Maintenance. CAC responded they would like to have representatives at 
meeting to answer questions. | 


Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


No comments were made by the General Public. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 29, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Monday, June 4, 2001 
Northeastern University 
Dodge Hall, Room 450 (4th floor) 


Huntington Avenue (off the main quadrangle, next to the YMCA 
and the Green Line Station) 


era Seem Map voOngeBackle iy! Soyer le 


Agenda Topics: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #7: 


Project Funding 


Continuation of Discussion on Management & 
Maintenance (from May 30th meeting), if necessary 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m.- Adjourn 


Ifyou are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Dodge Hall -- Room 450 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


6 — Dodge Hall 


i 


NU Columbus Ave. Lot - 
en | - Pay Parking Available — 


efit ve? 
WOR Fema, - 
NU Renaissance Garage — 

4 


Pay Parking Available 


From The Fenway (walking): 


Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to Huntington Avenue. 
Turn left on Huntington. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. 


From Green Line (E Train): 
Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk across Huntington Avenue to the main quad. 
Dodge Hall is the building on the left as you enter the main quad. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the main 


quad near the Green Line stop. 


From the Parking Garages: 
Columbus Ave. Garage: Cross the tracks on the footbridge and continue walking to the main 


quadrangle. Dodge Hall is to your right. 
Renaissance Garage: walk through Ruggles MBTA Station and exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up 
to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. ( 


Il. 


Hil. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University - Dodge Hall 
Room 450 — 4" Floor 


Monday, June 04, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Review of Draft Comments: (None) 


Discussion of Best Management Practices 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Presentation by Hugh Mattison 
Updates on Current Practices 
CAC Discussion of Section 8 


Questions and Answers (General Public) Wrap Up 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:30 


6:30 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


S:\Ex.Off. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Necklace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agenda_June 4_2001.doc 
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. MEMO 


To: John Burckardt 

rom: Hugh Mattison 
Date: June 3, 2001 
Subject: Annual Maintenance — General Comments 
At the May 30 CAC meeting, Fredericka Veikley presented a request for park maintenance information, and suggested a 
tabular format. | would like to propose that more specifics be provided to assure the CAC that the proper analysis has 
‘been performed, and that funding and other resources proposed are adequate to meet the stated objective “Restore 


landscape and historic resources.” 


For example, this would be the chart for one of the four parks in the project area: 


Unit of Number | Current | Additional | Total 
Back Bay Fens MMMM cineAd Aroma me! of. 
Parkland a AS WT Dn 
ene smear co) le ee ee 
DT men Gee sco ag eh ee 
Pei OM manele heim [oe [ee eee 
Watering mana Waiiiteaiiad Wein 11s| Actes tae | War thaw lay 2 ee 
Graffti removal js a RR RT SC AT 
Trash removal semis ARAN alas cAINHOUTS act] ag os ATOR | ne 
Planting beds Ue oUt as penn. | SQV ALS Til soar A tau] vagy cel | toes Soaps awe 
Oc |Aoes | 
fT LL A 
Tree pruning Renee mnie (ghar. |;Count Pe) as ee a ee ee | 
Dow 2. lime [te | 
a a a = 


The current cost per unit, as well as the recommended cost per unit, should be provided. This will enable the CAC to 
understand the current, as well as the future labor requirements and costs that must be committed by the proponents. 
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BOSTON 


omas M. Menino, Mayor 


EMERALD NECKLACE 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS MASTER PLAN 
AND 


PHASE I MUDDY RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, WATER QUALITY, 
HABITAT ENHANCEMENT AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 31, 200] 

# ey Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
FROM: John Burckardt 


RE: Management and Maintenance 
Comments/Presentation from Hugh Mattison, CAC Member 


Hugh Mattison requests to pass on the following page of his presentation on Management and 
Maintenance. The rest of Hugh’s presentation was distributed to the CAC with my memorandum 


) of May 15, 2001. 


c: F. Beatty — Boston Parks & Recreation 
E. Chute — Brookline Parks & Open Space 
T..Brady — Brookline Conservation. 
P. Ditto — Brookline DPW F 
S. Overton Bussell - MDC 
S. Jeghelian - MODR 


H:\Muddy\Correspondence\20010531 memo to CAC [HMattison comments].doc 


Boston Parks and Recreation Department e Justine M. Liff, Commissioner 
1010 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, MA 02118 / Tel.: (617) 635-4505 / Fax: 635-3173 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - June 4, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks & Recreation Department 


II Process Issues/Organization 


Susan Jeghelian, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


e Arevised CAC Meeting Schedule was distributed. The Funding Section was 
moved forward to June 13, which means all following meetings will also be 
bumped. An open meeting was proposed for July 2.4 (Monday), however, CAC 
members were concerned about possible vacation plans. Instead, the CAC has 
reserved two dates, Monday July 9 and Wednesday July 18, for extra meetings if 
needed (The revised meeting schedule will be distributed with the next meeting 
notice). 


e The writers of the final letter to the Secretary will distribute a draft to CAC for 
review by the CAC meeting on June 20. 


e Amemo about the Notice of Project Change will be sent to all CAC members 
within the next few days and members should indicate their preference to Susan 
Jeghelian prior to the June 13" CAC Meeting (by June 11+). 


UI Review of Draft Comments - none reviewed 
IV _ Discussion of Management & Maintenance 


e Hugh Mattison made a presentation on park maintenance. Hugh also handed 
around photos and a manual on park maintenance. Hugh suggested that the 
CAC consider recommending Option 1 (from a slide) that the CAC continue role 
as ombudsperson, with escalation to Options 2 and 3 if results of maintenance do 
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not satisfy CAC. A printed version of the presentation was distributed to the 
CAC May 15, 2001. 


Richard Heath suggested that Section 8 needs to be taken out of the DEIR and 
rewritten, with consultation from professionals in the field. 


Section 8.1, p 8-3, CAC should be included in list of groups for the 
Maintenance and Management Plan. 


Section 8.1, p 8-3, number 5, who is meant by park partners and private 
partners? 


General Comment: Not enough staff, funding and training for staff for 
maintenance of the park. 


Bruce - The CAC has a role as part of the MEPA advisory process. 


Fran Gershwin noted that CAC could request modification of the Secretarial 
Certificate from CAC annual updates to quarterly updates with access and 
meetings with proponents. 


CAC suggested that they might want to have an independent advisory role for 
management and maintenance throughout the year, perhaps meeting 
quarterly, in addition to the MEPA annual review. 


Betsy Shure Gross noted that it is up to the CAC to bts how funding is tied 
to accountability. 


The CAC requested clarification about the authority of the Secretary of EOEA: 
What recourse is available to the Secretary if the proponents do not fulfill their 
management and maintenance obligations? What are the repercussions? What 
or who is the accountable entity? 


Eileen Woodford commented that there were two levels of discussion. One level 
is about how the area is managed: who, what, how, cost, accountability, 
structure, and noted that the current practices are deficient. The other level is 
that management and maintenance practices by committee will not work. 


Comment from Hugh - If the proponent does not fulfill its obligations, does the 
Secretary have the power to withhold money and use it to hire out a private 
contractor? 


CAC may recommend a modification in MEPA process to ensure 
accountability. 


General Comment: Section 8 is missing connections between overall 
maintenance needs and how those goals will be achieved, including a sense of 
priorities. The section needs to have the intended result clarified, especially in 
reference to the desired character of the landscape. 
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e General Comment: Section 8 is too generic and will not maintain the character 
of Olmsted’s unique landscape. 


e Workers need specialized training specific to this landscape, including a skills 
development piece to maintain the park as Olmsted intended. 


e Eileen suggested exploration of two options: 1) centralized administration of the 
park e.g. an authority that has responsibility and accountability to oversee park 
maintenance and management 2) establish a trust. 


e Ed Burke suggested that the BMP section be put into one section. 


e CAC requested a couple of examples of other park models with multiple 
jurisdictions (Santa Monica, Blackstone, Kathy Douglas Stone) and a couple of 
examples of other historic Olmsted parks nationwide for comparison for how 
they are dealing with park management and maintenance, jurisdiction, 
authority and enforcement issues. CAC would like to have this information to 
review within the next few weeks. 


e CAC agreed to Hugh’s request for the Annual Maintenance Chart in terms of 
historic landscapes rather than a generic park. Hugh’s chart is not an 
exhaustive list and could include more maintenance tasks. See Hugh’s memo, 
which will be distributed separately. 


© Because there was not enough time to discuss everyone’s comments and 
questions about the details of Section 8, the CAC agreed that members should 
write up their individual comments and send them to John Burckardt who will 
distribute them to the rest of the group. 


e The CAC requested that Table 8-4 and Table 8.5 be modified based on actual 
field observations and information filled in for Hugh’s chart (Memo will be 
distributed separately). 


© The CAC asked the proponents to find out if there are funds in this project for 
the CAC to hire consultants to conduct an analysis of resources needed to 
maintain BMPs and other regular park maintenance activities, as outlined in 
Arlene Mattison’s memo (Memo will be distributed separately). 


e Funding discussions will occur next week, with follow-up maintenance and 
management discussions to continue on June 20th. 


Summary of Consensus Comments: After a lengthy discussion among the group, the 
CAC reached consensus on the following comments: 


1. Section 8: Section 8 is inadequate, in terms of accuracy as to current maintenance 
practices and in failing to indicate the management and maintenance practices 
needed to maintain the uniqueness of this park. There is a lack of connection 
between overall needs, methods to maintain the uniqueness of the Olmstead’s 
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park as opposed to a regular park, and priorities for management and 
maintenance practices. Strong concern was expressed about a lack of 
information as to staff, funding, resources and adequate training for staff. 


Future Role of CAC: The CAC would like to explore the future role of the CAC 
with respect to overseeing park management and maintenance. In addition to 
the CAC playing an advisory role to the Secretary concerning the MEPA Annual 
Update, several options were discussed, such as meeting on a quarterly basis 
with the proponents. 


. Accountability and Enforcement: The CAC would like clarification about the 
Secretary’s authority for enforcement of park management and maintenance on 
this project. 


. Administration: CAC wants to explore two methods for oversight of park 
management and maintenance: multi-jurisdictions and a centralized authority. 
The CAC has requested that the proponents provide information on 
management models for other multi-jurisdiction parks as well as a few examples 
of other Olmsted Parks. 


Information - The CAC would like to see more specific information and figures 
for the management and maintenance and best management practices for the 


Emerald Necklace (as requested in the charts in Hugh’s memo and Freddie’s 
BMP memos). 


Questions and Answers (General Public) & Wrap Up 


There were no questions. 
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oe Aes Pot fe Ms : j 
Arlene Mattison Emerald Necklace Conservancy Se co go a Ox va, ; CUste 
Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond tA e PAANA ALA AT 
Lauren Meier 1 MA. YM MWA : 
Paul Mentag Fenway Alliance 
Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 
George Proakis Boston Resident . ie “ ve / A 
Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society 
Fenway Community 
Roscoe Sandlin Development Corp 
Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
G : / . 3. Jae 
Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn eb he Case PLATE A EY f———— 


\Mnf-cbo.nts. 1\MODRIEx.Off. of Env Affairs\Emerald Necklace\[CAC Sign-in May 16. 2001.xls}CAC Members 


. ral \ 
lecting Sign-dn Sheet 
ne 4. 2005] 


~cbo.nts. \MCORI\Ex.Off. of Env Affairs\Emerald Necklace{CAC Sign-in May 16. 2001 xIs}Add'l sign-in pages 


4 de he x in ODK alt-7al- 6 ee 
A 73 } CIs -zsa5~ ee eRe Ts 
Stohr oa Bevel oa Pe Bxtn feck. C17 - ez ve a7 Cre Ge Mor pe os 
fF D ? Ge (RAG 
Vee AMAA Lam OE a 
Tom Beeoy Bee kl Ac (1-250 -AYE 


Prt ae Ake CAM GIT-452-6543 Conkhabr © Cd.Com 


££ Ves ap PHC 


itt BY -AL8X Klue fim CBP ry 


Ol a /o fe o> Sf cei es 


a ‘ 


ratte 


t 


tae oe ee ee ee 2 AOE es gy Se — ca lame 


—— ee ee 


iy ap 
Ry ig) Oyen nt 6 fad gal 


oh Gaede aca ia 


SA NE NE RIN ne 
" eo eesb P 
7 > Y AS a Mies - v a : 
; ? 


~<a RT eI IR teenie etme 


<_y G ‘ Caer on Agi ' i 
- ss 7 a 


—— Pe RT a to: ten = ek el A AA ON tt 


. 


—— ee 


LN OC a LR A A A A A A a A A i i 


rrmoegt AE “icp th Wn Stet wages Mees 


MEMORANDUM 
DATE: June 7, 2001 
TO: 


EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Rehabilitation 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


Meeting Notice, Other Information 


Wednesday, June 13, 2001 


Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


ee ee See, Mapwion™ Back!) (OW ~ yw mw 


Agenda Topics: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #8: 


Project Funding 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


Tf you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Please note the Red Sox will be playing that evening at Fenway Park. Traffic will be heavy, 
parking will be scarce, and the MBTA will be crowded. Please leave extra time in order to arrive 
on time! 


Attachment: 


UPDATED Meeting Schedule: 


Please add to Tab#6 of the CAC Workbook 


Please note these schedule changes: 


v 


¥ 
v 
¥ 


The discussion of Miscellaneous topics is postponed to June 20, 2001. 

The attached schedule shows 2 possible meeting dates in July, if needed. 

Comment write-up on Best Management Practices will be discussed on June 13, 2001. 
A draft of the CAC Comment Letter wil] be distributed prior to the June 20th meeting. 
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Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 


Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


41 — Faculty Club 
96 The Fenway 


CIN a, : 7 


20 . Northeastern U. — 
: 4 Green Line Station prt 


{| 
Columbus Ave. Lot — 
Pay Parking Available 


~~ + We ates 
pew. a 


STA 


} 
Po 
Lee re ee Nb 
From The Fenway (walking): 


The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 


(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
nght) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. r 


From the Parking Garage: 


Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 
Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University - Kerr Hall 


Faculty Lounge 


Wednesday, June 13, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues/Organization 6:15 - 6:30 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Review of Draft Comments: Best Management Practices 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion of Funding 6:30 — 8:20 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Next Week’s Agenda and Other Housekeeping 8:20 — 8:30 


\\Ant-cbo.nts. 1WMODRIEx.Of. of Env Aftarrs\Emeraid Neckiace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agenda_June 13_2001.doc 
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DRAFT Comments on Best Management Practices (Section 2.5) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Note: Below are edits offered by E. Woodford and agreed to by those CAC members at the 
meeting on June 13, 2001. 


General Comments: 

1) Secretary is looking for a pathway for protecting the resource of the Muddy River. 
CAC can help the Secretary convince the national government and other entities to 
fund this project. The Secretary is not interested in speed, but is interested in advice. 

1) Comment made that we need to step back and look at broader issues. 

2) Wherever eroded banks are referenced, include eroded paths. 

3) Need to be more clear about which practices are currently implemented and which are 
possible alternatives. 

4) Need to be clear that this section is a laundry list and not recommendations. There 
peedste-should not be a differentiation between Best Management Practices and 


maintenance practices. These topics should be combined in a common section of the 
report. 
5) BMPs tend to be focused on water quality but not the other 4 project objectives. 


Detail Comments: 
Section 2.5, p. 2-84, 2™ bullet needs to be more specific by adding “improve water quality in the 
Muddy River to a Class B level, thereby also contributing to the improvement of water quality in 
the Charles River.” 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, add another bullet before the 5" bullet — “contribute to fishing and 
recreational uses in the Muddy River.” 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84 Change “The selected alternatives are further described in Section 5.7 (not 
5.6)". Check any other references in this section. 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84.“A goal of the project is to reduce sediment loads by another 30%.” The CAC 
was reluctant to set a higher goal, which would be desirable considering the effort and expense 
going into this project, and decided to request further information from the engineers to 
understand better the implications of asking for further reductions of sediment loads. Suggest 
making reference to the Emerald Necklace Master Plan and Olmsted's original design. The CAC 
recommends further explanation of the actual physical changes needed to achieve the 30% and 
support for arriving at this figure. For example, what would the cost of each change be, and how 
much would it reduce sediment loads. 


Section 2.5.1, Table 2-2 
General Comments — 
1) change bullet symbol (printing as “T”) to sequential numbers. 
2) want table to be more clear. In addition to city/town and proponent responsibilities, 
also include and identify practices that apply specifically to Muddy River area, either in 
another column or a separate table. See Street Sweeping below. 
3) Request analysis of what BMP’s are being implemented/not implemented, either in a 
narrative or separate chart. 


Detail Comments - 
lllegal Sanitary Connections Remediation Program - request more current data than 1990 
reference to illegal connections. 


Residential Stormwater Monitoring Project - Recommendations should mention geese as 
well as dogs. 


Section 3.0 — Stormwater and Sanitary Sewer Systems — there should be an explanatory 
footnote about ‘NPDES’. 
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DRAFT Comments on Best Management Practices (Section 2.5) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Particle Separators (Private) - clarify that fieee square ft. Add a description of how 
private parking compliance is maintained. 


Commercial Area Stormwater Monitoring Project - include summary of the findings from 
the final report. 


Street Sweeping — list of street sweeping activities is city-wide. Add detail on what street 
sweeping is now performed specifically in the project area. Currently street sweeping in 
the Fenway is resident-driven, and should be required and added to the 
recommendations. 


Management of Public Open Space Maintenance Practices — Clarify what actions will be 
taken about oil leaking from the former Brookline DPW site. 


Section 2.5.2 General Comment - need to raise issues of future maintenance and funding under 
multiple jurisdictions in the Parking Lot section. 


Section 2.5.2 p. 2-92 ‘Typical urban runoff — litter, animal waste (5% to 25%)’. Change this from 
text to a bullet. 


Section 2.5.2 figure 2-40, Add this pie chart to the Executive Summary to emphasize that 85% 
of urban runoff is related to maintenance. Create a separate chart that shows just maintenance. 


Section 2.5.2.1 Catchbasin Cleaning — Add funding source. 


Section 2.5.2.1 p. 2-95 Catchbasin Cleaning — CAC requests that the MDC define and break 
down their budget for all maintenance items. Now, maintenance budgets are kept only by Division 
(Charles River). ; 


Section 2.5.2.1 p. 2-95 Clarify definition of Pecheko law as it relates to MDC privatization issues. 
Add to Parking Lot. 


Section 2.5.2.4 p. 2-96 “Most of the illicit connections have already been identified.....” “Most” 
should be quantified. 


Section 2.5.2.5, p. 2-97, suggest increasing frequency and number of hazardous waste collection 
sites and recommend institutional parking lots adjacent to the parks for possible collection sites. 


Section 2.5.2.6, p. 2-97 (Lawn, Garden, and Park Maintenance) First and second bullets — why is 
MDC shown, and not proponents? Third bullet - question the accuracy of the statement about 
soil aeration being done in spring and fall. Add CAC recommendation that composting in Victory 
Gardens be moved up-land away from the river. Garbage should be removed in the fall. 


Section 2.5.2.6, p. 2-97, Trail Maintenance - what efforts are being made to discourage dirt bike 
trails? 


Section 2.5.2.7, p. 2-97 — typo in second last sentence, “very” should be “every” 


Section 2.5.2.7, p 2-98 “City of Boston has comprehensive street sweeping program”. What 
Streets in the watershed are included? This should be more specific. 


Section 2.5.2.8, p. 2-99 last sentence, change “investigating alternative methods of pavement 
deicing” to “developing alternative methods of pavement deicing”. 


Section 2.5.2.9, p. 2-99 Stormwater Bylaws - explain why there needs to be a designated feeding 


area for geese and ducks and provide more specifics on by-laws, and who will provide 
enforcement of pooper scooper laws. 
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DRAFT Comments on Best Management Practices (Section 2.5) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Section 2.5.2.10, p. 2-99 Stormwater Guidelines...... — Clarify and quantify the proposed tax 
incentives. 


Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100 Restoration of Eroded Banks (fifth bullet), change “would provide a 
method”, to “will provide a method”. 


Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100 Correcting MDC curb settings (sixth bullet), change “which should be 
incorporated”, to “which will be incorporated”. 


Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100, Add bullet to keep oil runoff from streets out of the river in Feil and 
Brookline, including oil separators. 


Section 2.5.3, p. 2-101 Treatment Control Options - need to include maintenance details of 
evaluating various BMPs. 


Section 2.5.3, p 2-101, last paragraph - the scope of the Center for Watershed Protection Study 
should be broader. Village Brook study may be too specific. 


Section 2.5.3, p 2-103 (Treatment Control Options — In-line Sewer Treatment Devices). Section 
specifics on whose doing water quality testing and with what money. 


Section 2.5.4, p. 2-105 Summary of BMP Alternatives - Last sentence should be more specific. 
Add text “consistent with recommendations in Section 5”. 


Section 2.5.4.1, p. 2-106 Selected Source Control BMPs — 4" bullet “Maintain restored banks, 
pathways and uplands (BPRD and Brookline)’. Add “with particular care and attention to active 
recreation areas adjacent to water (i.e. Daisy Field)”. 


Section 2.6, p. 2-109, Screening of the Project Alternatives and Selection of the Recommended 
Plans — “It includes full bank to bank dredging....list,” add text “and restoration of historic 
structures, such as the Carlton Street Footbridge”. 


Prepared by Hugh Mattison 
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DRAFT Comments on Best Management Practices for Stormwater Runoff (Section 5.7) 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


General Comments: 


1) 


2) 


3) 
4) 


5) 


6) 


t) 
8) 


9) 


10) 


Freddie Veikley discussed an email in which she expressed concern about BPRD being 
able to commit to completing the BMPs based on assurances from other departments 
and the MDC. This is a weakness in the process and compromises the proponents’ 
authority. The organization of the BMPs in the DEIR is scattered through different 
sections. There is no clear explanation of how they will work, when they will be 
implemented, what they will cost, and how they will be paid for. A chart detailing the 
problem, sources, jurisdiction, remediation, cost, funding source, and date for 
implementation would be useful. 

instead of stating owners “should”, document should state it “is necessary” for owners 
to..... Language needs to be strengthened. References should be made to sections 
that describe how these recommendations will be enforced. 

Section 8 (Management and Maintenance) reflects the CAC’s desire for more specifics. 
There should be a commitment in the document from the City of Boston and Town of 
Brookline. For example, they will do what, with what budget. The DEIR presents 
recommendations from consultants, not a commitment by proponents to follow these 
recommendations. If Brookline Town Meeting does not vote for budget, what is the 
remedy (PARKING LOT)? 

Information about BMP’s anticipated costs for future years should be provided by the City 
of Boston and Town of Brookline. Both BMP capital improvements and BMP 
maintenance costs should be shown. See Section 8.11.3, page 8-40 for BMP cost chart 
(this chart is not adequate). Note — Bruce Conklin (CDM) commented that if the 
department has sufficient staff and resources, it was assumed that there will be no 
additional costs and therefore the costs were not broken down in DEIR. If departments 
did not have sufficient staff, equipment or maintenance, then the increased costs for 
these needed resources were identified in DEIR. CAC questioned this assumption. Was 
evidence provided by field observation, or merely by interview? There should be more 
information from the consultants as to whether sufficient resources exist. 
Scope/boundaries of project - will be further discussed under Funding Strategy (Section 
10). How will eroded upland slopes located beyond the project boundary be addressed? 
Note — Laura Rome commented that the Project “extends well beyond the banks of the 
river to include the historical landscape as well.” 

Public Education — Would like to see descriptive boards and signage describing the 
project and types of equipment used in restoration. PARKING LOT. 

Would like to see a visual included, showing project boundaries with shaded and 
unshaded areas. 

Section 8, Management and Maintenance — How will park be maintenance be enforced in 
the future without citizen oversight? Questions about how often CAC will meet, etc. 
PARKING LOT. | 


Detail Comments: 

Section 5.7.1, p. 5-57, Basin-wide Source Control BMPs: 
General Comment: How can this be enforced? 
1st bullet - water quality samples should be taken more frequently than annually and should 
be consistent with the frequency of sampling described in section 8. Samples should be 
taken consistently from the same sites to allow historical tracking. See Section 8 for relevant 
language. 


2” bullet - reword this section, strengthen language. Replace “should” with “is necessary” or 
“is recommended”. 


3™ bullet - Who is going to coordinate information for the amount of de-icing products and 
how will these be implemented and enforced? 
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DRAFT Comments on Best Management Practices for Stormwater Runoff (Section 5.7) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


5" bullet p. 5-59 — how will trail maintenance to correct desire lines and prevent erosion be 
addressed beyond the boundaries of the project? 


Section 5.7.2 p. 5-59 Basin-wide Treatment Control BMPs - Discussion about pilot program and 
particle separators and questions to Bruce Conklin (CDM). Money is available for four additional 
particle separators if needed. Each separator costs $8-900,000. 


Section 5.7.3 p. 5-59 Charlesgate — What current BMP’s exist in the Charlesgate area? 


Section 5.7.3, p. 5-59, last sentence — Add “repair”, along with street sweeping and catch basin 
cleaning. 


Section 5.7.4.1, p. 5-60 Back Bay Fens, Source Control BMPs - first paragraph — “compost” 
should be changed to “yard waste/plant waste/garden waste”, and it should be removed more 
frequently. 


Section 5.7.4.1 — Victory Gardens is a private entity which will need to enforce pesticide control. 
The Parks Department does have jurisdiction over the Garden Society. Fran Beatty noted they 
have discussion each year with the Victory Gardens. Public education should be coordinated with 
the Victory Gardens (PARKING LOT). 


Section 5.7.4.2, Table 5-7 — Victory Gardens dredging volumes (12,445) seem high. Bruce 
Conklin (CDM) is going check the levels referenced in the table. 


‘ j 
Section 5.7.7.2 p. 5-63 Willow Pond Treatment Control BMPs - is there any BMP related to the 
West Nile Virus in Willow Pond? Willow Pond was the center of the mosquito infestation in 2000. 


Section 5.7.8 p.5-64 Enforcement and Monitoring of BMPs — The CAC is concerned about MDC 
ability to maintain parkways and their need for funding (Parking Lot to address the need for MDC 
funding). John Burckhardt reports that Samantha Overton is prepared to implement catch basin 
improvements. (Source of funding was not specified.) 


Section 5.7.8, p 5-64 - need to reword last sentence in first paragraph, their dogs instead of 
themselves. 4 


' Section 5.7.8, first (litter control) and fourth (monitoring of BMPs) paragraphs — CAC would like to 
know what enforcement will be provided if BMP practices are not maintained. 


Section 5.7.8, third paragraph — suggest that the last sentence does not belong here, not “fail to 
Provide budget...”. What steps are they taking to provide budget for operation and maintenance 
costs? 


Section 5.7.8, first bullet — Clarify what “annually” means. Does the “annual” program include 
quarterly sampling? 


Prepared by Hugh Mattison 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - June 13, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


II Process Issues/Organization 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


e Jane will facilitate the remainder of the CAC meetings. Jane can be reached at 
MODR at 727-2224 x 21172 and email: jane.wells@state.ma.us 


e Amanda Griesbach from MODR will continue to assist Jane. 


e John distributed an announcement of a community meeting regarding 
improvements to the Back Bay Fens Gate Houses at the Northeastern University 
Faculty Center (96 The Fenway) on Wednesday, June 27, 2001 (See Attachment 
2). 


e Notice of Project Change - Jane Wells agreed to contact Laura Rome for MEPA’s 
perspective on the Notice of Project Change. A report of responses of CAC 
members on this issue will be provided next week. 


e Section 8, Hugh invites members to send in comments on the Maintenance and 
Management, which CAC will discuss the agenda next week. 


III Review of Draft Comments - Best Management Practices 


e Under General Comments: There should not be a differentiation between Best 
Management Practices and maintenance practices as written in the notes. These 
two items should be folded together. 


° General Comment - BMPs only deals with water quality, but they need to meet 
the other project objectives. 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 13, 2001 
Page 2 


Discussion of Funding 


MEPA does not typically require funding options, but due to the complexity and 
size of the project and the multiple jurisdictions with a shared responsibility for 
funding of the project, MEPA is looking for options that are actively being 
pursued by the proponent, not just a menu of options. 


Proponent supports targeting major funding sources, ie. Army Corps of 
Engineers, who expressed an interest in expanding its role. Jane Swift sent a 
letter to the president to encourage and facilitate the Army Corps participation in 
this project. 


The Army Corps will indicate their level of contribution, which has traditionally 
been flood control but will likely be expanded to include BMPs and habitat 
restoration. Corps will develop a decision document at the end of the year, 
which will identify their participation in the project. 


John - Army Corps normally does an economic analysis, which reflects a range 
of options that aren’t necessarily implemented. 


David Noonan, CDM, is trying to coordinate with the Corps so that there won’t 
be a major impact on the DEIR. If there is a major change, he will inform the 
CAS 


P. 10-2, Section 10.3, expand to say institutions and other organizations, instead 
of just institutions. Expand to include Brookline. 


General Comment - This whole section needs more work. 


General Comment - The section does not address the issue of capital funding, but 
mostly discusses maintenance funding. 


Need to establish a list of institutions that may donate to the capital fund, and 
encourage formalized relationships with these institutions. 


A CAC member noted that institutions may be making in-kind contributions 
such as graffiti removal, which would be an additional cost if added to Boston’s 
budget. Should these arrangements be formalized? Another member noted that 
institutions who are making in-kind contributions may not want to contribute to 
capital costs. 


Proponent should provide clear expectations for funding needs (capital vs. 
maintenance) from educational, cultural, medical and private development 
institutions. 


Table 10-2, Second listing of City of Boston should be Brookline. 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 13, 2001 
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Betsy Gross: Because municipalities were investing funding on a long-term 
basis, they vere not expected to put more money into the budget. However, 
with the increase in project costs from 43 to 92 million, this gap in funding needs 
to be filled. The Commonwealth expects the municipalities and private sectors to 
help fill this gap; they are expecting the municipal partners to also partner the 


funding costs. 


Army Corps usually provides 60% of municipality share and 90% of Federal 
share. | 


The CAC agrees that the proponents should list themselves as a funding 
source, particularly for the Capital portion of the project. The City and Towns 
will lose credibility when they ask for money from the private sector, if they do 
not contribute financially. 


The CAC discussed a new model of public/private partnership to fill the gap. 
The proponents need to strengthen this model and expand this section. 


General Comment: Fundamental vs. supplemental funding? What is the 
realistic possibility of securing funding. There needs to be a reality check to 
determine the proportion or percentage of funds that are available from each 
source. 


Table 10-2, David Noonan, CDM, The table presents a hierarchy of funding 
sources, which will become more accurate after the Army Corps indicates their 
level of contribution. 


CAC suggests arranging Table 10-2 into tiers that subdivide funding sources 
by level of contribution. 


Table 10-2, CAC questioned the accuracy of amounts that could be awarded. 


General Comment: This section should clearly reflect how much funding can 
realistically be secured from various funding sources, so the municipalities can 
realize the level of their required contributions. 


Matching funds need to be accounted for separately from Federal and State 
Sources. ie, if the project obtains a matching grant from the Federal government, 
it should not be matched with State matching funds! 


How will various parts of the project, funded by different sources, be managed 
in a cohesive way? John envisions that the Corps will do both federal and non- 
federal parts of the project. The Corps will form an agreement, then the 
proponent would gather funds and distribute them to the Corps, who would 
manage the money/ project. Corps may hire a consultant and the City of Boston 
would also likely have a full time person on the project. John meets with Corps 
ona monthly basis. The CAC expressed some reservations about this arrangement. 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 13, 2001 
Page 4 


Fran reminded the CAC that property still belongs to City of Boston and City of 
Brookline, both of whom would want accountability from the Corps. 


Parking Lot: CAC has concern re: Accountability, especially during construction 
management and maintenance issues. 


The Secretary views this project as something that could be used as a National 
Model, involving multi-jurisdictions, etc. Therefore it is not clear who will 
manage the project. The CAC needs to give advice to the Secretary (as basis for the 
Certificate) on the scope of the project and how it will be carried out. 


Jay Cortell: MEPA does not expect proponent to have secured funding for the 
project by the time this document is submitted. The DEIR needs to have an 
overall plan for how funding can be achieved. MEPA will not let the 
Charlesgate portion of the project go forward, unless the proponent can 
demonstrate that funding is secured for the entire project. 


Where does the CAC’s request for an independent consultant fit into the 
management plan? What is the timeline and how would this impact the 
MEPA process? Fran is not sure whether CAC can hire a consultant, although 
she has looked for a historical landscape architect, who is available to work ona 
fast-track basis. The CAC requests having some involvement in the selection 
process. Fran will have the name of a potential candidate at the next meeting on 
June 20*, 


Fran, the proponent is aiming to provide 60-75% of the information requested by 
the CAC, particularly a revised outline of the three ways of governance. 


CAC is concerned about a segmented project and making decisions on how to 
get the fast-track portion moving forward, without having received 
information on the previous sections. 


CAC interested in reviewing Parking Lot issues, which may impact 
implementation of the project. Kara will be compiling the Parking Lot 
comments. 


Page 10-10, Emerald Necklace Conservancy is mentioned, but there is no 
articulated role. What is there role? 


CAC suggested separating funding into two categories: capital funding 
sources and maintenance sources. 


Maintenance needs funding source table like Table 10.2. 


Simone Auster of the Emerald Necklace Conservancy - There are many 
organizational relationships to be worked out. Conservancy is going to focus of 
the restoration of the greenspace parkland (and not the Muddy River restoration) 
and in the future, plans to put together an endowment. However, the role, 
amount of money, etc has not been worked out yet. 
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Section 10.92, Add implementing comprehensive maintenance plan. 


Section 10.4.3, Delete Section, or state that there is unlikely to be additional 
funding, unless.... 


The document understated the ability of the State to provide funding and the 
proponents need to develop and implement a legislative strategy, similar to that 
proposed on the Federal, congressional level. Fran stated that a strategy has 
been developed but was not included. 


Section 10.8, Need to go beyond an investment potential to a strategy. There 
may be other State funding options, for example a Bond payment mechanism. 
The proponents need to be creative; if there is a revenue stream to pay back the 
bonds, then it may easier to put together [e.g. Red Sox Legislation]. 


Legislative strategy needs to include a management approach as well as State 
funding. 


VI Next Week’s Agenda and Other Housekeeping 


Fran will provide name of consultant. 
Notice of Project Change decisions. 


CAC needs to look at list of writing teams and make sure that people are 
working together, i.e. Final letter, Richard has starting working on the letter but 
will need help. If there are comments, please send them to Richard or other 
members of the writing team. 


Next week, the CAC will review summary of notes of Maintenance to date and 
continue the discussion of this section. 


What ability do MEPA and the Secretary have for enforcement? Jane Wells from 
MODR to call Laura Rome for information. 


For the letter to the Secretary, what is the future and continuing role of the CAC? 
MODR will provide a list of parking lot issues for review by CAC. 


CAC suggested Appendix J (Response to ENF Comments) as a priority from the 
Miscellaneous Sections for the June 20‘ meeting. 
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Kathy 


Charles Alan 


Edward 


Isabella M. 


Suzanne 


Christine 


Edward 


Margaret 


Frances Allou 


Alan 


George 


June 


Richard 


Gary R. 


Adam 


Frances J. 


Baskin 


Birnbaum 


Burke 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Cutler 


Dyson 


Gershwin 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Heath 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


Kemp 
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Charles River Watershed Association 


National Park Service 


a att 
Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalition en 


Friends of the Muddy River 

Fenway Community ! J 
Development Corp 
Jamaica Pond Project 


Brookline Resident 


Historic Massachusetts 


y 
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Mahoney Hawkes, LLP 
The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios, nc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


Douglas Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 
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Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 


eyn A. Levee National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 
Mattison Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond 
Meier 
Mentag Fenway Alliance 
Pfister Brookline Resident 
Proakis Boston Resident 
Sabal Fenway Garden Society 
Fenway Community 
Sandlin Development Corp 
Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
redericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: June 14. 2001 

140s EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Wednesday, June 20, 2001 


Northeastern University 
Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Room 440 (4th Floor) 


Peewee wpe es See Map “on Back! )~ yore oo ~ a 


Agenda Topics: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #8: 


Miscellaneous Topics: 


OQ Update on Management & Maintenance issues: 
- Review of CAC comments from June 4th meeting 
- Examples of park management models 
- Consultant to review park maintenance issues 
- . Possible future role for CAC members in maintenance oversight 
Review of “parking lot” issues 


Review of Appendix J — Response to ENF Comments* 


* CAC Members — Please review Appendix J before the June 20th meeting. 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


iQ2 


Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center 


Room 440 — 4th Floor © 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


N 


a gyn | en eee ra 
enway7 


< i), 
ie; YEOnRUE Forsivth bil =. on 
ao .. ie oa 
' = ae 6 r\ ge * 
Agus 
tig Fe 16 
ge 8 
60 


24° 
e 4 3 SF or"! 
DRS 62 fagia is L=\_¥ 
racing Camden St aes 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


Engineering /Science Research Center 


“<. £.- 
a 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Adyis°rv Committee 


Northeastern University - Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 


Il. 


Ill. 


Room 440 - 4" Floor 


Wednesday, June 20, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


" Notice of Project Change 


Update of Executive Summary 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Bruce Conklin, CDM 


Update of Management and Maintenance 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:30 


6:30 — 6:45 


6:45 — 7:15 


= Consultant to Review Management and Maintenance — Fran Beatty 


= Review of CAC Draft Comments(to date) on Section 8 


Review of “Parking Lot” Issues 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Review of Appendix J 


Questions and Answers & Wrap-up 


7:15 — 8:00 


8:00 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


\Mni-cbo.nts. 1WODRIEx.Off. of Env Affairs\Emersid Neckiace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agenda. June 20_2001 doc 


103 


; Sian) ae 


Vem! pth » 
‘ t 
he 


3 <7 : ““ .: i sy ) ma ig a ' ; i, ~ 3 \e i ) i 

4 : / ' } a > : by : “ ae aK ; anh 
uf ee eS ‘mit ao kietain s ney vat gt: na 
- 2, &. on 
=; “ICH ee ele sis maT ENR oS e.g 

CR Miee foe eae pot 8 os Thikealtcs secs 


bth ) ‘ —— saga Abi WE a A shyudersa ae 


i; 
i 


i ‘ead 7 fy I ' oe ty 4) ai “4 -* ve 
fort eee Ss 
haa Lea a 


— 
=A 
- 
a 
= 


“=, » ' 2 on “ad wry wes A ] 
; eee _ w 
rr ee bi > A 4 be 
a? ht Nr nee Sm 
\ ‘ , Ar ps 
L o ib ; ' 
q . . » ee )' 4 
) | “ivr Ee i tT 
A . 1 rit a. A ay 
i r r ! . aw | 1 \ b £ ee 
" var a TU ies Pt: v ‘aR . 4 
' Xe 3 ; ' ’ . 


4 ~ a ‘ ny ’ oe > o . = os 
‘ ‘ a { : : 
¥ f ' , *] 7 i or + 


; > 
’ (es 1) ec lh gg DUI a Re ee a bos, rem 5 pf 


oaciilisat DAD soko Te am Tht wee eens 


‘ « “Skagit ah 6 
af < = ‘s ; me i, 
7 | s : ts ek o «@ 
’ ® ajuw 


a is ‘ st) Loe 
mot ar Sepia ly. ban we vie 
I RP ASRS Wee 


etl cel beton 


) . kay Siu Aha wh sth Sutoenh 5 atte 
. J ei ‘a Ly Pete r anc wei y % nu v ae 
eee 


Vt IT peel 
Left on Forvyt St, apd walle tetadl, Ean 
ao et just belates Raggles Suction 


1) 
Ps) ] 


Lin toe «2 rauagie LAO! 


te ew int 40 Paypales Serio me 2 Swen bam 


SR ey 5 2 mena 9 BOA at uel 


: . Laney ‘| ony 
7 ha iy A 


104 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes - June 20, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1, 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


II 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Isabella mailed in copies of comments, which John distributed. 
Make a list of remaining tasks at the end of the meeting. 


Process Issues 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Only 4 CAC members have responded to the Notice of Project Change to date 
(two support proponents, one said no and the other abstained). 


CAC members in attendance will vote on the Notice of Project Change before the 
end of the meeting and the remaining members will be surveyed via phone. 


Question raised regarding the loss of FEMA funding. Fran clarified that FEMA 
can keep money without concern. However, they are focusing and watching the 
process because the funds are not being spent. 


Jane summarized issues surrounding Notice of Project Change. 


Ed stated CAC should allow the project change to get the process moving in 
order to expedite the restoration of the River. 


Paul stated that CAC should allow the project change in order to get project 
moving in order to secure funding. 


Arlene wants more time to finalize the maintenance and management section. 


Ill 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 20, 2001 
Page 2 


CAC previously asked about their role after the Special Review Procedure. Jane 
referred to Section 11.09 (f), in the Environmental Regulations. “After the 
Proponent files the final review document called for in the Special Review 
Procedure, the CAC may consult with the Secretary and the Proponent to 
determine whether it shall have any role in any future actions on the Project.” 


Eileen stated that CAC could ask the Secretary to ask the Proponents to work 
with the CAC. Jane suggested that the CAC could make a plan in the Fall for 
continuity, arranging for the # of members to meet, who convenes the meeting, 
who facilitates and how often meetings occur. 


Update of Executive Summary 


Bruce Conklin (CDM): Recognized that CAC spent significant amount of time on 
the Executive Summary. The first two sections of a revised Executive Summary, 
including revised format and content, have been completed and distributed to 
the CAC. Bruce asked for feedback from CAC members for the following two 
questions; Are we in the right direction and is this the format and tone CAC 
would like to see? 


Fran stressed that the revised Executive Summary is a work in progress. 


Update of Management and Maintenance 
} 


é } ; 
Fran distributed two resumes for potential consultants to be hired to work with 
CAC to review maintenance and management. Tim Marshall of ETM Associates, 
L.L.C and Clarissa Rowe, Landscape Architect. 


Arlene asked Fran if she had researched Prospect Park and Central Park because 
they both have historical landscapes and may provide effective models for 
maintenance issues. 


Consultant will be contracted through Parsons Brinkerhoff. The proponent has 
the money to hire a consultant. The CAC could manage the consultant or this 
could be handled by the Proponent, under the assumption that the consultant 
would respond to the specific interests of the CAC. 


Proponents tried to find consultants who have a specialty in historical landscape 
architecture. 


Hugh asked both consultants could be hired, because one seems to have more 
practical knowledge and the other more theoretical knowledge. Answer is Yes. 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 20, 2001 
Page 3 


Eileen requested initial scope of work for the consultants by the next meeting, or 
the meeting after. 


MEPA will allow the proponent to present several alternatives for the 
organizational structure of Chapter 8 (Maintenance and Management) in the 
DEIR. The proponent will select one alternative before the EIR is submitted. 


The CAC’s letter to the Secretary can suggest that the Secretary issue a directive 
as part of the Certificate to outline the parameters for Section 8 that need to be 
addressed. 


Arlene expressed concern about enforcement of maintenance, management and 
funding and how this is carried out. 


Bruce commented that Proponent is working to establish a 
structure/ organization for maintenance and management in order to secure 
political support. 


Simone responded that conservancies are started across the country to work with 
parks to address maintenance and management issues. This Emerald Necklace 
Conservancy was formed to bring a number of groups together. Simone 
questions whether CAC should be making the decision on which model will be 
chosen when the Conservancy is contributing millions of dollars. Simone also 
asked: has CAC set the standards for management and maintenance? 


Fran recapped Chapter 8 concerns: governance, on the ground maintenance and 
accountability and enforcement. If CAC has further concerns, they should 
contact Fran. Consultants will be providing recommendations on maintenance, 
specifically for historical parks. 


Revised Chapter 8 will be distributed prior to July 9 meeting. 
Proponent is putting together a revised outline of Chapter 8 to distribute to CAC. 


Models 1: Fran spoke with Island Alliance, whose success is based on 
collaboration with the Federal Park Service. Their particular role is to fund raise, 
and are required to raise ¥4 of capital costs of Park. 


Eileen commented that the Island Alliance model does not address the issue of 
multiple jurisdictions. 


Model 2: Southwest Corridor Park (60 acres) spends $125,000 per year to run 
volunteer program. Some of that cost includes trash bags, gloves, food, etc. 


VI 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 20, 2001 
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Review of Parking Lot Issues 

Parking Lot Issues list in included as an Attachment. 

Writers assigned to Miscellaneous will write up Parking Lot issues. 

CAC will include in letter to Secretary a proposal about the role of the MDC. 


MDC is included in funding list but how they do the work needs to be 
established. 


Many of the items listed in the Parking Lot have previously established 
consensus. 


Eileen commented that some parking lot issues address construction phase of 
maintenance and management, but that also apply to operation - this is a 
transition period. Text needs to clarify whether these are construction or 
maintenance issues. 


Courts have limited how much of a contractors money can be withheld (5%) if 
they do not follow-through with maintenance. CAC could recommend that the 
highest amount be withheld. 


The last bullet of the Parking Lot still needs to be addressed in the DEIR. This 
issue will be addressed by Bruce. 


There is a memorandum of understanding between City of Brookline and City of 
Boston. A similar process would be instituted for payment. 


: » 
cat should be clear and specific about the roles of the Boston and Brookline. 
CAC can request Memorandum of understandings or licenses, etc, to ensure that 
local government maintains control, regarding Army Corps of Engineers. 


Review of Appendix J 


Bruce: Appendix J is a tool to ensure comments to the Secretary are addressed. 


Isabella commented that document is extremely inconsistent in its listings of 
birds. In their letter in Appendix J, they suggested that the Proponents consult 
with Mass. Audubon, which did not receive response from Proponent. 


Bruce reported that the LAC consulted with Mass Audubon to identify habitats 
around Muddy River and did not intend to list all the bird species that exist 
there. Bruce noted however, that if a CAC member was concerned that a 
question had not been answered to please contact him. 


The CAC agreed that they would not review the other Appendices. However, if 
there are comments and questions that still need to be answered please send 
your comments to the writers for that section. 


VII 
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Questions and Answers & Wrap-up 


Fran stated that CAC can make a laundry list of changes needed for visuals and 
maps included in the document so that the Proponent can begin to make 
revisions. 


Next weeks agenda: Review draft letter, review funding section, review initial: 
scope of work for consultants, feedback from Fran on models, report on Notice of 
Project Change. 


Remaining Tasks include: drafting final letter to the Secretary, etc. 
A public hearing is scheduled for June 26, regarding street sweeping in Fenway. 


A revised schedule is included as an Attachment. 


Attachment 1 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Meeting Sign-In She 
June 20, 2001 
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Fenway Civic Association 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
PARKING LOT ISSUES 


(as of June 13, 2001) 


May 5, 2001 Meeting 


e P. 2-97, 2.5.2.6 First part of section is inaccurate, should include responsibilities of 
all proponents and other responsible parties, in the form of list/chart. Within 
actions, “should” vs. “is” needs to be clarified. All proponents and responsible 
parties should be held to equal standard in regards to maintenance and 


management. Parking Lot:: revisit in BMP’s discussion. 


e Parking Lot:: Discuss MDC Issues at June 13 Meeting on Miscellaneous topic. 
Request a rep from MDC to provide information on accountability of MDC at 
June 13 Meeting. 


May 7, 2001 


e 5.1 on p. 5-2, “installation of new park benches and trash cans.” “Virtual” 
Parking Lot. 


e The proponent should work with CAC to come up with a process that involves 
MDC and other appropriate agencies or entities (move to parking lot). 


May 16, 2001 


e Parking Lot: Recommend process be put in place for site inspection and 
checking of vegetation prior to transfer from contractor to municipalities to 
ensure the vegetation is in good shape when the contract is done. 


e Section 6.4.1, second to last paragraph, need to include more strategies for 
discouraging geese, in addition to the strategy of planting vegetation. Planting 
will be done consistent with historic intent. Planting alone may not solve the 
geese problem. Parking Lot:: May need protective fencing until vegetation is 
established. 


May 21, 2001 


e Section 2.5.2.1, last paragraph, inaccurate explanation of law. Need to revise. 
Recommendations need to be included in Parking Lot. 


e General Comment, need to raise issues of future maintenance and funding under 
multiple jurisdictions, Parking Lot. 


May 30, 2001 


e Parking Lot: Public Education - CAC would like to see descriptive boards and 
signage describing the project and types of equipment used in restoration. 


e Section 5.7.4.1 - Victory Gardens are a private entity who will need to enforce 
pesticide control. The Parks Department does have jurisdiction over the Garden 
Society. Fran noted they have discussion each year with the Victory Gardens. 
Public education should be coordination with the Victory Gardens (Parking Lot). 


¢ CAC is concerned about MDC’s ability to maintain parkways and their need for 
funding (Parking Lot to address the need for MDC funding). 


June 13, 2001 


¢ Parking Lot, CAC has concern re. accountability, especially during construction 
Management. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: June 19. 2001 

<: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Meeting Notice 


PLEASE 


Monday, June 25, 2001 
Northeastern University 
Dodge Hall, Room 450 (4th floor) 


Huntington Avenue (off the main quadrangle, next to the YMCA 
and the Green Line Station) 


Agenda Topics: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #10: 


- Miscellaneous Topics (continued from June 20th meeting) 
- Executive Summary/Vision Statement 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Dodge Hall -- Room 450 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS | 


ai BS] 


yi SARS 


Ee : 
‘ 4 
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c 44 


7” Camden St aa | 
NU Colaanens Ave. Lot - 


- Pay Parking Available 
remont = se — 
NU Renaissance Garage ~ 


Davenport me eee 
Pay Parking Available © 


From The Fenway (walking): 


Cut through Forsyth Path and cross Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to Huntington Avenue. 
Turn left on Huntington. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk across Huntington Avenue to the main quad. 
Dodge Hall is the building on the left as you enter the main quad. 


From the Orange Line: 


Exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up to Huntington Avenue. Tum right. Dodge Hall is on the main 
quad near the Green Line stop. 


From the Parking Garages: 
Columbus Ave. Garage: Cross the tracks on the footbridge and continue walking to the main 


quadrangle. Dodge Hall is to your right. 
Renaissance Garage: walk through Ruggles MBTA Station and exit to Forsyth Street. Walk up 
to Huntington Avenue. Turn right. Dodge Hall is on the main quad near the Green Line stop. ( 


Gm, 


ee 
cd BOSTON WATER AND SEWER COMMISSION 


IMPROVEMENTS TO THE 
BACK BAY FENS GATE HOUSES 


COMMUNITY MEETING 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 27, 2001 
7:00 PM — 8:30 PM 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY FACULTY CENTER 
KERR HALL 
96 THE FENWAY 


GATE HOUSE NO. 1 WILL BE OPEN FOR VIEWING 
PRIOR TO THE MEETING AT 6:15 PM. 


Boston Water and Sewer Commission staff will present preliminary recommendations 
for restoring the Back Bay Fens Gate Houses to maintain their structural and historical 
integrity and improve operations during wet weather events. Recommendations 
include preparing Gate House No. 2 for potential reuse by other organizations. 


The Center is handicapped accessible. 


If you have any special needs or other questions, please call Anthony Benedetti, Community 3 
Services Officer, at 617-989-7000. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University - Dodge Hall 
Room 450 


Monday, June 25, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Process Issues 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


" Notice of Project Change 
» July 9 meeting ? 


Review of Draft Comments: Funding 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Discussion | 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


«= Management and Maintenance 
- Consultants — feedback on resume 
- Scope of work 
= Feedback on Executive Summary 
= CAC comment letter — in progress draft — Fran Gershwin 


Next Meeting and other housekeeping 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


* Vision Statement 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15 - 6:30 


6:30 —7:00 


7:00 — 8:20 


8:20 — 8:30 


WAnt-cbo.nts. 1\WMOORIEx.Off. of Env Aftairs\Emeraki Necklace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agends_June 25_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes - June 25, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Process Issues 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Fran noted that Boston Water and Sewer Commission is cleaning Stony Brook, 
which will impact one hackberry tree. Arborists were sent to the site and 
confirmed that the hackberry tree is sick. The tree will be removed under the 
condition that all CAC members are contacted and three specimen oaks will be 
placed in the Back Bay. The construction is separate from the renovation of the 
Gate House. : 


MODR completed a call to CAC members about the project change vote and a 
handout was distributed to members with the results: 13 members in favor, 4 
members against the proposal and 3 members abstained. 7 members did not 
respond in time for the CAC meeting. 


Hugh expressed concern that public may not be aware of CAC meetings. He 
suggested that the public should have access to a project website with Meeting 
Minutes and especially the Executive Summary and Vision Statement. CAC 
agrees that there should be more publicity. A CAC member raised a question as 
to whether the public is invited to meetings and whether the local press is 
notified of meetings. John responded that he distributes each meeting notice to 
over 75 individuals, including the public, CAC members and officials from 
Boston, Brookline and the state. However, at present, the press is only notified 
regarding general public meetings, but not the current weekly CAC meetings. 
John will follow-up on this issue. 


Notice of Project Change - Whoever writes letter should include the statistics of 
the vote. MODR agreed to try to contact the remainder of the members. 
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CAC Meeting Summary — June 25, 2001 
Page 2 


July 9 Meeting - CAC should authorize members who chose to attend Public 
Fenway Street Sweeping meeting to represent CAC. George will write a letter to 
be signed on behalf of the CAC members with an attached CAC member list. 


Fran is concerned that the Street Sweeping meeting will significantly impact the 
attendance of the CAC meeting on July 9. 


CAC agrees to move the July 9 meeting to Tuesday, July 10. Please note that 
the meeting is on a Tuesday evening! 


Review of Draft Comments: Funding 


Arlene - In reference to the June 20 Meeting Summary, she is concerned about 
how political support will be secured. She is also concerned about making 
recommendations to the Secretary without having secured funding. Bruce 
responded that document will identify and select several governance options, 
which will be presented as options for political support. 


Is there a long-term plan for securing management and maintenance money? 
MEPA has been unclear as to the amount of detail required for the long-term 
funding strategy. MEPA would like to see documentation of the funding 
options. Maintenance and management is not typically included in the MEPA 
process. 


Arlene suggests that the CAC make a recommendation to the Secretary based on 
funding levels. Consultants should advise CAC on this issue. UNRESOLVED. 


Discussion 


Feedback on the consultants resumes and scope of work: 


The scope of work for one of the CAC consultants is being reviewed by the 
City of Brookline and will be mailed to CAC members at the end of the week. 


Feedback on resumes - Go Fran Go!. Richard is concerned about the limited 
time frame for the consultants to analyze the maintenance and management 
section. He suggested that the maintenance plans should cover the whole 
Emerald Necklace. Fran has spoken with the consultants and has arranged for 
them to be available for focused work. The CAC raised the question whether 
the Consultants will be principals for the content portion of the work. Hugh - 
the consultants should agree to meet with the Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
about the project. 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 25, 2001 
Page 3 


Paul noted that the CAC needs to be clear on the model for the Consultants. 
Chapter 8 provides a good outline for this. 


Fran - The CAC should self-select to meet the consultants for a meeting and 
site visit. 


An explanation describing the need for training and a training budget will be 
included in the consultant's scope of work. 


Arlene requests the CAC to schedule a meeting with the Secretary to clarify 
issues in the MOU and the Secretary’s definition of the Emerald Necklace. The 
CAC should compile a list of questions to ask the Secretary. Bruce responded 
that the CAC is not writing a list of recommendations, but is writing a letter to 
the Proponents with comments on the DEIR, to which the Proponents are 
trying to respond and incorporate into the document. The CAC will be 
providing a letter of recommendation to the Secretary in the fall. 


Isabella - Maintenance and Management plan should be separate so that the rest 
of the EIR can be approved. Paul - CAC needs to think strategically and focus on 
approving DEIR rather than asking for too much that may not be funded. Other 
members of CAC disagreed. 


Hugh ~ Requested that Fran email Draft Scope of Work and Funding to CAC. 


Fran Gershwin, the April 29, 1999 Certificate (page 11) states that DEIR should be 
addressing maintenance and management and funding. 


Executive Summary Feedback: 


The comments are on the format and flavor of the Executive Summary 


The CAC commented that the document reads well, has attractive imagery, is a 
lot punchier, and written for the layman. The Executive Summary still needs 
some words-smithing. 


Arlene commented on the inconsistency of terms with the Legal Documents, 
including the MOU, ENF and Certificate. Fran responded that the Proponent 
will revisit language describing how the Muddy River restoration is a giant step 
forward for the Emerald Necklace Master Plan. 


Proponent does not need to see CAC comments in narrative, paragraph form. 
Bruce suggests highlighting the important issues in the letter. 


The letter to the Proponents should identify larger global issues. Fran wants 
concise documentation of comprehensive comments. Richard will be re- 
writing the draft letter to make it appropriate for the Proponents as opposed to 
the Secretary. The letter is a means of a formal transmittal to the Proponents 
of the Meeting Summaries, which will be included as attachments. 


“noes 


CAC Meeting Summary — June 25, 2001 
Page 4 


The CAC members wanted writers to review their Meeting Summaries one 
more time before they are attached to the letter for the Proponents. John will 
be sending emails to writers asking them to send their final edit of their 
Summaries to Fran Gershwin, who will compile them for attachment to the 


letter. fgershwin@mhglaw.com 


Any comments on Richard’s Draft Letter should be sent to Fran Gershwin, as 
well as the 4 main points (from each CAC member's perspective, which Fran 
will compile into a list) to be included in the letter. Fran will send compiled 
comments to Richard for final revisions. Fran’s email: 


fgershwin@mhglaw.com 


Miscellaneous: Master Plan Appendix - Isabella commented that there have been 
significant changes in Master Plan editions and is concerned about the asphalt 
paths for cycling and jogging in the narrow part of the park. 


The Proponent is using Master Plan as a reference document. 


Miscellaneous Appendices - Arlene suggests that the third paragraph of the 
MOU be the first paragraph in the Existing Conditions section of the DEIR. 
“Whereas, the health, safety and quality of life ...” , 


Next Meeting and Housekeeping 


Public Comment - has the CAC and the Proponent considered European models 
of restoration and maintenance? 


+4 
# 


Paul Mentag is leaving the Fenway Alliance and moving onto a career of j 
consulting. The Fenway Alliance will be making arrangements for sending a 
replacement. 
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Attachment | 


Sien-In Sheet 


Kathy 


Charles Alan 


Edward 


Isabella M. 


Suzanne 


Christine 


Edward 


Margaret 


Frances Allou 


Alan 


George 


June 


Richard 


Gary R. 


Baskin 


Birnbaum 


Burke 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Cutler 


Dyson 


Gershwin 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Heath 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


Kemp 


Charles River Watershed Association 


National Park Service 


aie 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalitid 


Friends of the Muddy River 


Fenway Community 
Development Corp 


Jamaica Pond Project 


Brookline Resident 


Historic Massachusetts 


Mahoney Hawkes, LLP 


The Abbey Group 


Fenway Studios, Inc. 


Boston GreenSpace Alliance 


x 


+ 
Reugiee Reed Landscape Arch. 


Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 
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John 


Arleyn A. 


Arlene 


Hugh 


Lauren 


Paul 


Jane 


George 


Marion 


Roscoe 


Joyce 


Fredericka 


Eileen 


Leahy 
Levee 
Mattison 
Mattison 
Meier 
Mentag 
Pfister 
Proakis 
Sabal 
Sandlin 
Starner 
Veikley 


Woodford 


Attachment ] 


Sign-In She 


Signature 


Northeastern MPA Student 

National Assn. For Olmsted Parks ah Wi ns A : Ge > 
ae 

Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Fenway Alliance 
Brookline Resident 


a 53 j 
Boston Resident oe a j / ib 


Fenway Garden Society \ 
Fenway Community 

Development Corp 

Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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No. 


ee ee 


Wed. 


Tue. 


Mon. 


Thur. 


Tue. 


Tue. 


Mon. 


Tue. 


Tue. 


Thur. 


Mon. 


Mon. 


| 


i 
{ 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Ac PBVDBILEER the cAc Workboal 


Date 
29-Sep-1999 


26-Oct-1999 
28-Feb-2000 


30-Mar-2000 
16-May-2000 
13-Jun-2000 
17-Jul-2000 
22-Aug-2000 
19-Sep-2000 
28-Sep-2000 
23-Oct-2000 


30-Oct-2000 
08-Nov-2000 


| ac Wed. 15-Nov-2000 
14 Thur. 25-Jan-2001 
15 Mon. 26-Feb-2001 
16 | Wed. | 14-Mar-2001 
| & 
_— 
Pe Mon. | 3-Apr-2001 
ieee eee ae 
| 18 Wed | 02-May-2001 
19 Mon. 07-May-2001 
20 | 16-May-2001 
| 
; 21 | Mon. | 21-May-2001 
| | 
| 22 | Wed. | 30-May-2001 
| { j 
| 23 | Mon. | 04-Jun-2001 
| | | 
| 24 | Wed | 13-Jun-2001 
l 
| 25 | Wed. | 20-Jun-2001 
| 26 | Mon | 25-Jun-2001 
| | 
27 Tue 10-Jul-2001 


Schedule of Meetings 


\Topic(s) 


| . 
iIntroductions; slide presentation of park 
iDr. Charles Beveridge presentation; Master Plans 


\J. Wickersham (MEPA): "Role of CAC" presentation; 


|Introduce consultants; project overview 
|Project Alternative Identification 
iBest Management Practices 
|Habitat/Rare Species 


Historic Resources 


Staging Areas; Pedestrian & Traffic Issues 


\Culvert/Open Channel Alternatives 


|Sediment Characterizations/Disposal 


\Alternatives Evaluation 


[Best Management Practices 
|PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 
|Mitigation 


Overview of Project Elements and Construction 


Cost Estimate 


discussion) and Overview of Draft 


Draft EIR ' 


Statement/Executive Summary 


Alternatives 


Description/Preferred Alternative 


Impacts & Mitigation 


CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #5--Best 


| Management Practices (BMPs) 
CAC Review of DEIR: 
BMPs (continuation of discussion 


|CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #6-Management 


& Maintenance Plan 


|CAC Review of DEIR: 
| Topic #7--Project Funding 


Construction Cost Estimate (continuation of 


Environmental Impact Report outline 
|Discussion of How the CAC will Review the 


CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #1--Vision 
CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #2--Project 


|CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #3-—-Project 


|CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #4--Project 


Das imal: “wih 


|Location 
‘96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


| 
96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
|Egan Center, NU 

\96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 
|Egan Center, NU 

450 Dodge Hall, NU 

|Egan Center, NU 

|450 Dodge Hall, NU 

|Egan Center, NU 

lEgan Center, NU 


|Egan Center, NU 


|Egan Center, NU 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


Egan Center, NU 


|Egan Center, NU 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


1450 Dodge Hall, NU 


440 Egan Center, NU 


440 Egan Center, NU 


|440 Egan Center, NU 


‘450 Dodge Hall, NU 


\96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


| 
1450 Dodge Hall, NU 


| 


96 The Fenway, NU Faculty Lounge 


|CAC Review of DEIR: Topic #8—Misc. Topics |440 Egan Center, NU 


| CAC Review of DEIR: Review of Executive 


|Summary & Wrap-up 


|CAC Review of DEIR: Additional Meeting 


time 


CAC Review of DEIR: Additional Meeting 


| sj TeNur2001 time (if needed) 


450 Dodge Hall, NU 


to be determined 


|440 Egan Center, NU 
i 


Emerald Necklace Project Change Vote 
June 25, 2001 


Abstention 


Kathy Baskin Freddie Viekle Gary Hilderbrand 


Ed Cutler |Hugh Mattison | MargaretDyson 
Isabella Callanan Edward Burke 


Totals 

13 CAC members in favor of the Proposal 
4 CAC members against the Proposal 

3 CAC members abstained 


- | was unable to contact two members since no phone number was listed. I left messages 


and did not hear back from 5 members. 


Survey conducted by Amanda Griesbach, ADR Program Coordinator, Massachusetts 
Office of Dispute Resolution. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 3, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: Jobn F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


rE. Meeting Notice 


PLEASE NOTE MEETING LOCATION! 


Tuesday, July 10, 2001 


Northeastern. University | 
Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Room 440 (4th Floor) 


Mo eo See. Map zon 'Backtier, 9 4 ea 


Agenda Topics: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Review #11: 


- Review of Vision Statement 
- CAC Comment Summary Letter 
- Scope for Management & Maintenance Consultant 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


ee LO O_O enn 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center 


Room 440 — 4th Floor 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


nice ction 


Columbus Ave. Lot -- « 
Pay Parking Available 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan . 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 
Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 


Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: ‘ 


Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


MEMORANDUM 


DATE: June 27, 2001 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


RE: Upcoming Meeting Schedule; Other Information 


: : = fe : : = i ie Schedule of Upcoming Meetings = & : a Ses 


No 


No.| Day | Date, | Time | Topics); 
27 


CAC Review of DEIR #11: 
O Review of Vision Statement 
Tues. | 10-Jul-2001 | 6PM |g Scope for Management &  - ee pe d 
| Maintenance Consultant Sea 
| Q CAC Comment Summary Letter 
CAC Review of DEIR #12: 
27 | Wed. | 18-Julr-2001 | 6PM jag Management & Maintenance update 
Qo CAC Comment Summary Letter 


Note: Additional CAC Meetings will be scheduled at these upcoming meetings. 


440 Egan, 
Northeastern 
University 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
Enclosures: 


1. Revised Draft of Project Vision Statement 
Please review and bring comments to the July 10th meeting. 


2. In-Progress DRAFT — Scope for Management/Maintenance & Operations Plan for 
Emerald Necklace Landscape 


Please review and bring comments to the July 10th meeting. 


3. | Memorandum to CAC regarding the CAC’s Comment Letter to the Project Proponents 


ee eT eae Lined) aes Pad Pied as Os Rit et EO Pa PO I Oe Ot Et ON ee es 


Note: 
If you cannot attend the July 10th meeting, but would like to submit comments, please e-mail, fax or 
mail questions or comments to John Burckardt c/o Boston Parks & Recreation prior to July 9th: 


e-mail: jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us fax: (617) 635-3256 


mail: 1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd floor, Boston, MA 02118 
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MUDDY RIVER REHABILITATION 
EMERALD NECKLACE 
BOSTON AND BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 


VISION STATEMENT 


The Emerald Necklace is an internationally renowned 19""-century linear park system and 
a nationally significant work of landscape architecture, sanitary engineering, and city 
planning. Frederick Law Olmsted Sr., the leading landscape architect of that era, created 
these public spaces to solve a difficult series of public health and civil engineering 
problems and provide verdant scenery to “bring peace and refreshment to the city 
dweller”. The spine of the Emerald Necklace, the Muddy River, a 3.5-mile linear system, 
integrates glades, dells, sweeping vistas, reflecting pools, the Babbling Brook, bike paths, 
walkways, tree-lined parkways, shorelines and “beaches”. This unified system of linked 
parks is one of the most uniquely designed historic urban waterways in the nation. The 
challenge today is to achieve a balance between historic landscape preservation 
principles, resource protection regulations, public safety measures and modern 
engineering practices. 


As a result of changes in land use patterns associated with urbanization, both the 
engineering and the artistry of Olmsted’s creation are in need of renovation. The most 
serious issue is the presently diminished flood handling capacity of the park system as 
evidenced by the damage caused by two recent storms that brought civic leaders, 
politicians, and community groups together to reexamine the condition of this natural 
treasure and its importance to the metropolitan area. With increasing regularity, 
moderate rains necessitate emergency response measures to address storm water overflow 
in Fenway colleges and universities, Longwood medical institutions, numerous Brookline 
businesses and residences and the public transit facilities. The commitment of political 
will associated with health, safety and ecological improvements to Olmsted’s municipal 
masterwork has inspired a multi-jurisdictional park and public works project to restore 
the Muddy River’s civil engineering structure, flood-carrying capacity, historic integrity, 
bucolic scenery and ecological vitality. 


The Muddy River Rehabilitation project is one of the most ambitious and comprehensive 
landscape preservation projects in the nation. The vision set forth for recovering 
Olmsted’s original concept of a unified system of linked parks is designed to protect the 
health, safety and welfare of the citizens, re-establish the Olmsted scenery to approach its 
former glory, and reinvigorate the overall park experience for the benefit of everyone in 
the community. 


The project, which includes improvements to infrastructure, dredging sediment, removing 
invasive species, rehabilitating and restoring wetland habitats and historic resources 
addresses the predominant stresses that currently undermine the park system. Invasive 
exotic vegetation has overtaken large areas of the river and its banks. Over five acres of 
mature Phragmites (a tall invasive reed grass) choke the river and diminish the flood- 
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carrying capacity of the waterway. The reeds have displaced other plant species and 
undermine biodiversity. Contaminants in the river sediment continue to degrade water 
quality, limiting the number of vertebrate and invertebrate species that could contribute to 
a balanced ecology. The Muddy River Rehabilitation will correct major issues of 
physical deterioration, public safety hazards and address critical public needs. 


The collaboration process that created the rehabilitation project remains as important as 
the project itself. Over the past 12 years the municipalities have been implementing park 
improvements using the framework of the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Management’s 1990 Emerald Necklace Master Plan. . The project vision exemplifies a 
renewed appreciation of the Emerald Necklace and reinforced political will to commit 
resources to rehabilitate a world-class park system. Coordinated maintenance and 
management can successfully reclaim many areas. The municipalities are committed to 
exploring new and innovative ways to maintain the parks in perpetuity, and protect and 
preserve the public sector’s investment. Boston and Brookline will aggressively pursue 
partnerships with private sector and cultural institutions, and examine fiscal and 
organizational models that could enhance park maintenance and management practices. 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed in 1999 by local and state agencies 
institutionalizes the commitment of collaboration and cooperation amongst the respective 
authorities in project planning, permitting, funding, and implementation. 


One hundred years ago, Olmsted believed that nature could restore the human mind and 
spirit and conceived the unique urban landscape called the Emerald Necklace to bring a 
natural regenerative experience to city dwellers. Like their 19"" century predecessors, 
today’s civic leaders, politicians, and citizens must commit to stewardship for future 
generations, and sustain a legacy worthy of Olmsted and his peers. Across the country, 
Olmsted has left millions of urban residents some of this country’s greatest treasures. 
Our citizens and their elected officials have come together in an cacepugnals effort to 
protect those treasures for the next generations, 
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MANAGEMENT/MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS PLAN FOR EMERALD NECKLACE 
LANDSCAPE - DRAFT 


SCOPE OF WORK 


ETM Associates, L.L.C. (ETM) will develop a Draft Management Plan for the 
Emerald Necklace Landscape (Project Area). ETM will with the Consulting Group 
and or Citizens Advisory Committee (Working Group) on all work steps 
identified below. The Working group and ETM will meet with the Advisory 
Committee at milestones for review and guidance. 


The Plan will include: 


= Recommendations for the maintenance and operation of the Emerald 
Necklace Landscape 

= Recommendations governing the relationship between the City of Boston, 
Town of Brookline, and Commonwealth of Massachusetts as it relates to 
the maintenance and management of the Emerald Necklace 

= Supporting Analyses. 


Work Steps 


1.0 Reconnaissance 
During the reconnaissance phase, ETM will become familiar with the 
physical characteristics and management system of the Project Area, and 
will review previous and current designs, studies, contracts and 
agreements governing the management of the Project Area, and other 
relevant background materials. ETM will interview State and City Parks 
about the physical area under their control, responsibilities, concerns, 
standards and practices. Current and future contractual and other 
understandings about who is responsible for what will be mapped. 


2.0 Classify Physical Areas 


All the physical areas in the Park will be grouped into four or five major 
categories. For example: 
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« Open, Natural Areas - unpaved areas including meadows, 
woodlands, parkland, and lawn; 

= Horticultural Areas - planted areas, beds 

«= Paved areas - Open to the elements, but covered by a man-made 
surface, including parking lots, playgrounds, pathways, etc. 

« Structures - Enclosed or partially enclosed areas (buildings or 
shelters) or other man-made three-dimensional entities (e.g. 
sculpture) | 

« Furniture - Water fountains, fencing, lights, benches, trashcans, 
etc 

«= Water Bodies 


3.0 Divide the Park into Sectors 


The Project Area will be divided into major areas - taking into account 
current responsibilities and the physical settings. 


4.0 Estimate Usage 


Using a combination of hard data and anecdotal information, of the 

number of visits to the major sectors of the Park by season will be 

estimated, taking into account the weekday and holiday/weekend cycle. 
3 ; 


5.0 Define Seasons for the Park t ji 


Divide the year into seasons (not necessarily of equal length), taking into 
account weather, growing season and usage (including special events). 


6.0 Estimate Work-Hours Needed to Maintain & Operate the Park 


Classify Tasks - all tasks performed in the park will be grouped into three 
or four major categories and landscape type. For example: 


« Cleaning - work having to do with the appearance of the park and 


Sanitary conditions in the Park, including litter pick-up and 
comfort station cleaning; 
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7.0 


8.0 


9.0 


= Landscape work - horticulture and other work related to 
maintaining and enhancing the health and beauty of natural areas 
in the park; | 

« Repair & preservation - work having to do with the proper 
functioning and safety of park equipment and facilities; including 
renovation, and preventative maintenance (e.g. bench painting and 
repair or graffiti removal); 

= Operations - work related to the use of facilities and equipment in 
the Park - often seasonal or special—-event related; 


Establish standards 

For each type of work task and physical area, standards of frequency and 
length of time per unit (e.g. minutes to mow an acre) will be established 
using the standards in use in the Park and other developed standards. 


Estimate Work Load 

The hours of work needed to maintain the Park will be estimate, annually, 
by season, by sector and landscape type. In addition, hours needed to 
attain desired standards and the additional hours needed after current 
and future capital improvements are completed will also be estimated. 


Estimate Hours Available to Maintain and Operate the Park 
Summarize the current staffing for maintenance and operations. 


Estimate the Number of Productive Hours Available for Maintenance and 
Operations in the Park: Taking into account the number of personnel 
assigned to the Project Area, vacation, holidays, lost time and non- 
productive time, estimate the number of hours available for maintenance 
and operations. Estimate the hours available for personnel not regularly 


assigned to the Park. 


Summarize and Analyze the Gap Between Needed Hours and Available 


Hours. 


Analyze Concerns and Behavior of Park Users as this Impacts 
Maintenance 
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10.0 


How people behave in a Park can have a major impact on workload. A 
focus group or forum of Park users and Park workers will be convened to 
discuss how the Park can be made more user-friendly and how users can 
be educated to be more responsible Park users. 


Develop Strategic Recommendations for Closing the Gap 


Identify possible workload reductions and productivity improvements 
(including equipment options). 


Identify Improvement opportunities related to park users including better 
communications and public information. 


identify additional revenue opportunities. 
Identify maintenance and operations priorities. 


Analyze the Management of the Park 

With several different entities responsible for carrying out and/or funding 
maintenance in the Park, develop best possible management structure for 
coordination and integration of work in the Park. 


Analyze Division of Tasks in Maintaining and ‘Operating the Park 

; ; y 
Develop Draft Management and Maintenance Plan 
Develop a draft plan with key management and maintenance 
recommendations for presentation to the CAC for discussion and 


comment: 
« Staff organization and projected staffing levels - current and 
future; 


= Draft maintenance standards; 

« Estimated annual operating budget(s); 

« Maintenance workspace and storage facilities; 
« Draft Operations plan; 

* Vehicle recommendations and storage; 

«= Small equipment needs; 

« Site furnishings recommendations; 
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14.0 Develop Estimated Operating Budget(s) 

15.0 Review Plan with Key Decision-Makers 
A detailed outline of the plan and its recommendations will be presented 
to key decision-makers for discussion and suggestions for 


improvements. 


16.0 Preparation and Submission of Final Plan 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University - Egan Engineering/Science Research Center 
Room 440 — 4" Floor 


Tuesday, July 10, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


I. Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Il. Process Issues 6:15 - 6:30 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Penite Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


III. Review of Vision Statement 6:30 ~7:00 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


IV. Discussion 7:00 — 8:20 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


" Management and Maintenance 

- Scope of work for consultant 
* CAC Comment Letter to Proponents 
= Other 


Ma Next Meeting 8:20 — 8:30 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


\VAni-cho..nts. 1WMODRIEx.Off. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Necklace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agenda_July 10_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - July 10, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


II 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 
John looked into the possibility of a CAC website. Text would be viable. 


Hugh suggested that Brookline has the resources available to integrate a CAC 
website. 


This is Fran’s last CAC meeting. 
John B. introduced of Ann Blair, Brookline Landscape Architect. 
Arlene requested that the Draft Executive Summary be revised as soon as possible. 


George wrote a letter on behalf of the CAC regarding the Fenway Street 
Sweeping, which he will forward to John for distribution to the CAC members. 


Corrections to June 25th meeting summary notes (and the DEIR) were suggested 
by Arlene: clarification of the extent, scope and definition of this rehabilitation 
project and how it relates to the overall Emerald Necklace. There is a 
discrepancy between the chart and the narrative in the revised draft Executive 
Summary. 


Arlene requests this to be inserted into last weeks meeting minutes: “As 
described in the project notification form.... along the Muddy River and in the 
Emerald Necklace parks in Boston and Brookline (Volume 7, Appendix J, April 
29th Certificate, Project Description).” 


Hugh reiterates a previous request for a glossary of terms. 


Process Issues/Organization 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
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Jane will facilitate the remainder of the CAC meetings. Jane can be reached at 
MODR at 617-727-2224 x 21172 and email: jane.wells@state.ma.us 


Review of Vision Statement 


The Vision Statement has been revised based on comments from the CAC with 
input from Erin Chute and Fran. Bruce requests specific comments. 


The third paragraph should start out, “this document focuses on a portion of the 
Emerald Necklace” and the boundaries need to be clearly described. 


Need to determine whether this project is restoration, preservation, rehabilitation, 
recovery, etc. Richard stressed that rehabilitation is the most accurate term. 


Arleyn asked whether the Certificate is written for the $92 million project or for 
something else. Need to be clear. 


June proposed revisions, which she provided to Bruce. 
4 
The Vision Statement will be the first section of the Executive Summary. — 


George offered an example from Arleyn’s “The Art of the Emerald Necklace” 
(presented at the Museum of Fine Arts), portions of which could be used to 
enhance the Vision Statement. 


rd a 


Discussion 


Management and Maintenance - Scope of Work for Consultant 


Richard requested clarification on the scope of the maintenance and management 
budget. Fran responded that the scope is Wards Pond to Back Bay Fens, which 
parallels the DEIR. The budget is still being worked out, depending on the final 
scope of work for the consultant. 


The MDC should be added under the second bullet under the Scope of Work. 


Richard asked if Parsons is arranging an open-ended contract with the consultants. 
Fran responded that payment will be authorized in pieces. They will authorize 
first $5,000 and negotiate subsequent compensation. 


The consultant understands and is comfortable with the time frame of the project. 
There are other consultants that could be considered as a fallback if needed. 


A scope of work has not yet been developed for Clarissa Rowe, who is the other 
consultant being considered. 
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A CAC member asked how the DEIR can be so limited if the Certificate isn’t? 
Bruce responded that the ENF specified 5 pieces. The Emerald Necklace Master 
Plan is the long-range encompassing plan. The pare River project makes 
allowances for future pieces to be rehabilitated. 


George suggested that after Muddy River, the boundaries of the project should be 
included in parentheses - Wards Pond to Back Bay Fens, so the public is clear that 
this project is just a part of the Emerald Necklace Master Plan. 


The consultant scope of work needs to include an evaluation of current practices, 
because it would be difficult to make future recommendations without evaluating 
the current practices. 


There has been much discussion about an independent management structure, 
separate from Boston Parks, as one of the possible solutions for the maintenance 
and management piece of the DEIR. CAC would like the consultant to consider 
this in their analysis. 


Hugh wants to see recommendations on resource sharing from the consultant and 
a site visit with CAC members and advocates from each park. 


Section 1.0 - Interview Staff and Personnel, as well as State and City Parks. 
Section 4.0 - User Survey should be included. 


Section 6.0 - Change title to Hours Needed to Maintain and Operate the Park 
Using Historic Landscape Practices. Also add “quantifying areas and equipment 
now used” ; 


Section 7.0 - Need to add training. 


Section 10.0 - Include tasks that could be assigned to volunteer groups and a 
coordinator for supervision and training of volunteer groups. 


Section 12.0 - Discuss jurisdictional issues between Boston, Brookline, etc. 
Section 13.0 - Add staff training and composition of work force. 
Section 15.0 - Add “including CAC” after decision makers. 


Richard asked who will supervise the consultant. Fran responded that John B. will 
supervise, with Stan Ivan, Chief Engineer of Boston Parks and Bernie Lynch, Chief 
of Maintenance of Boston Parks. 


What is the minimal amount of dollars that we can get by on to maintain the 
parks? 


CAC Meeting Summary — July 10, 2001 
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CAC comment letter to Proponents 


VI 


Fran Gershwin has been working to identify four to five key areas and to 
incorporate copies of 8 summary comments on various parts of the DEIR. 


CAC needs to review Richard’s draft letter. Arlene’s and Hugh’s emails, 
containing key points, were distributed to CAC. 


CAC intends to have a final version of the Letter for next week’s meeting. 


Richard and Fran Gershwin will sign the comment letter on behalf of the entire 
CAC. 


The goal is to have a draft letter, with the eight summary comments, distributed 
to CAC on Monday via email by Fran Gershwin. 


Arlene raised concern that issues raised after funding meeting have not been 
included in the meeting summaries, such as the parking lot issues. Therefore, the 
parking lot issues need to be included in the letter to the proponents. 


Next Week’s Agenda and Other Housekeeping 


CAC should email or phone John Burckardt if they are interested in participating 
in the site visit with the consultants and include 3 possible dates between the last 
few weeks in July and first few weeks of August. Lauren, Isabella and Gary 
Hilderbrand were suggested as candidates for the site visit. Ed Burke 
volunteered. John will send out an email to CAC members who were requested 
to attend site visit. 


Arleyn suggested that Charles Beveridge, historic consultant in D.C., would offer 
valuable insights. Arlene suggests that Arleyn have a conversation with him and 
determine when and how to involve him in the process. 


The scope of work for this consultant focuses on maintenance and management 
and therefore people like Ed and Hugh, who know current maintenance practices, 
should be involved. Arleyn stressed the importance of the historical context of 
the park, with regards to management and maintenance. 


Hugh stated that the Scope of Work for. the consultant should be sent out to CAC 
members who were not in attendance at this meeting, even though the scope is on 
going. John B. will distribute revised scope to consultant, proponents and CAC. 


The next meeting is Wednesday, July 18th. 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE: 


TO: 


FROM: 


July 12, 2001 
EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 
Fran Beatty, Sr. Landscape Architect for Historic Parks 


Meeting Notice 


IMPORTANT MEETING TOPIC 


Management & Maintenance Plan 
Meeting with Tim Marshall, ETM Associates 


Wednesday, July 18, 2001 


Northeastern University 
Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Forsyth Street (next to Ruggles Station) 
Room 440 (4th Floor) 


ee ie ae~) Seeievap on iuBack! ~s surcy ~~ ime 


Meeting will start promptly at 6 PM! 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-45 05 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
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Directions to 
Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering /Science 
Research Center | 


Room 440 — 4th Floor 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 
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Pay Parking Available 


61 - Maureen and Richard J. Egan 
Engineering /Science Research Center 


From The Fenway (walking): 

Cut through Forsyth Path and cross 
Hemenway Street. Follow Forsyth St. to 
end. Egan Center is on left just before 
Ruggles Station. 


From Green Line (E Train): 

Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to 
Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Left on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Egan 
Center is on left just before Ruggles Station. 


From the Orange Line: <i ( 
Egan Center is next to Ruggles Station. 


; I. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s 


Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University - Egan Center 
Room 440 


Wednesday, July 


18, 2001 


6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Discussion with Tim Marshall, Consultant 6:15-7:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


e Scope of Work 


Discussion 


7:15-8:20 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


e Site Visit 
e Definition of Project Limit 
e Next Meeting Date 


Other Housekeeping 


8:20 — 8:30 


SAEx.Off. of Env Affairs\Emeraid Necktace\CAC Agenda\CAC_Agenda_June 25_2001 doc 
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MEMORANDUM 


Date: July 12, 2001 

To: Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 

From: John Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 
RE: Draft Scope —- Management and Maintenance 


Copy: Fran Beatty-Boston; Erin Chute-Brookline; Tom Brady-Brookline; 
Samantha Overton-MDC; Tim Marshall-ETM 


J have revised the draft scope in accordance with comments received from the CAC at the 
meeting on July 10th. Most CAC comments are included. (The CAC comments from the 7/10 
meeting are included in the Meeting Summary, which will be mailed to the CAC separately.) In 
the case of some comments that were very specific (e.g., use of user surveys, evaluation of 
existing practices), I believe that the methods used should be left to Tim based on his experience 
and need not be articulated in the scope. | believe that the scope should focus on the end products 
of his work. Other comments (quantify park areas and identify equipment and methods) are 
already in the scope. The scope is in the process of negotiations and all these issues can be 
discussed further with Tim at the next meeting on July 18th. 


\\parksmaillbospark\Muddy\Management & Maintenance\Project Outline[TMarshall scope]}-v2.doc 


In Progress DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION 

(Includes comments from Citizens Advisory Committee) Rev. 7/12/01 
MANAGEMENT/MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS PLAN FOR the Portion of the 
EMERALD NECKLACE LANDSCAPE from Wards Pond to Charlesgate - DRAFT 


SCOPE OF WORK 


ETM Associates, L.L.C. (ETM) will develop a Draft Management Plan for the 
Emerald NecklaceWards Pond to Charlesgate Landscape (Project Area),consisting 
of approximately 200 acres. ETM will with the Consulting-GroupProject 
Proponents (Boston and Brookline), and or Citizens Advisory Committee 
(Werking-GreupCAC) on all work steps identified below. The Werking 
greupproject proponents and ETM will meet with the Advisery-CommitteeCAC at 
milestones for review and guidance: 

--Kickoff Meeting 

--Site Walk 

~-Follow-up Presentation on Draft Management & Maintenance Plan. 


The Plan will include: 


= Recommendations for the maintenance and operation of the Emerald 


Necktace-Landscape_ between Wards Pond and Charlesgate 
= Recommendations governing the relationship between the City of Boston, 


Town of Brookline, Metropolitan District Commission (MDC), and 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts as it relates to the maintenance and 
management of the Emerald Necklace 
«= Supporting Analyses. 


Work Steps 


1.0 Reconnaissance 
During the reconnaissance phase, ETM will become familiar with the 
physical characteristics and management system of the Project Area, and 
will review previous and current designs, studies, contracts and 
agreements governing the management of the Project Area, and other 
relevant background materials. ETM will interview State-and-City Parks 
Boston, Brookline, and MDC parks staff and personnel about the physical 


area under their control, responsibilities, concerns, standards and 
practices. Current and future contractual and other understandings 
about who is responsible for what will be mapped. 


Prepared by ETM Associates - June 24, 2001__[Revised 7/11/01 by J. Burckardt 


In Progress DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION 


(Includes comments from Citizens Advisory Committee) Rev. 7/12/01 


2.0 


3.0 


4.0 


5.0 


6.0 


Classify Physical Areas 


All the physical areas in the Park will be grouped into four or five major 
categories. For example: 


= Open, Natural Areas - unpaved areas including meadows, 
woodlands, parkland, and lawn; 

= Horticultural Areas - planted areas, beds 

= Paved areas - Open to the elements, but covered by a man-made 
surface, including parking lots, playgrounds, pathways, etc. 

= Structures - Enclosed or partially enclosed areas (buildings or 
shelters) or other man-made three-dimensional entities (e.g. 
sculpture) 

= Furniture - Water fountains, fencing, lights, benches, trashcans, 
etc. 

«= Water Bodies 


Divide the Park into Sectors 


The Project Area will be divided into major areas - taking into account 
current responsibilities and the physical settings. 


Estimate Usage 

Using a combination of hard data and anecdotal information, of the 
number of visits to the major sectors of the Park by season will be 
estimated, taking into account the weekday and holiday/weekend cycle. 


Define Seasons for the Park 


Divide the year into seasons (not necessarily of equal length), taking into 
account weather, growing season and usage (including special events). 


Estimate Work-Hours Needed to Maintain & Operate the Park 


Classify Tasks - all tasks performed in the park will be grouped into three 
or four major categories and landscape type. For example: 


Prepared by ETM Associates - June 24, 2001__ [Revised 7/11/01 by J. Burckardt 


In Progress DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION 


(Includes comments from Citizens Advisory Committee) Rev. 7/12/01 


7.0 


8.0 


: Cleaning - work having to do with the appearance of the park and 
sanitary conditions in the Park, including litter pick-up and 
comfort station cleaning; 

» Landscape work - horticulture and other work related to 
maintaining and enhancing the health and beauty of natural areas 
in the park; 

= Repair & preservation - work having to do with the proper 
functioning and safety of park equipment and facilities; including 
renovation, and preventative maintenance (e.g. bench painting and 
repair or graffiti removal); 

= Operations - work related to the use of facilities and equipment in 
the Park - often seasonal or special-event related; 


Establish standards 

For each type of work task and physical area, standards of frequency and 
length of time per unit (e.g. minutes to mow an acre) will be established 
using the standards in use in the Park and other developed standards. 


Estimate Work Load 

The hours of work needed to maintain the Park will be estimate, annually, 
by season, by sector and landscape type. In addition, hours needed to 
attain desired standards and the additional hours needed after current 
and futurd@capital improvements are completed will also be estimated. 


Estimate Hours Available to Maintain and Operate the Park 
Summarize the current staffing for maintenance and operations. 


Estimate the Number of Productive Hours Available for Maintenance and 
Operations in the Park: Taking into account the number of personnel 
assigned to the Project Area, vacation, holidays, lost time and non- 
productive time, estimate the number of hours available for maintenance 
and operations. Estimate the hours available for personnel not regularly 
assigned to the Park. 


Summarize and Analyze the Gap Between Needed Hours and Available 
Hours. 


Prepared by ETM Associates - June 24, 2001__ [Revised 7/11/01 by]. Burckardt 


In Progress DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION 


(Includes comments from Citizens Advisory Committee) Rev. 7/12/01 


9.0 


10.0 


12.0 


13.0 


Analyze Concerns and Behavior of Park Users as this Impacts 
Maintenance 


How people behave in a Park can have a major impact on workload. A 
focus group or forum of Park users and Park workers will be convened to 
discuss how the Park can be made more user-friendly and how users can 
be educated to be more responsible Park users. 


Develop Strategic Recommendations for Closing the Gap 


Identify possible workload reductions and productivity improvements 
(including equipment options). 


Identify Improvement opportunities related to park users including better 
communications and public information. 


Identify tasks that could be assigned to volunteer groups. Address the 
issue of supervision of volunteers. 


Identify additional revenue opportunities. 

Identify maintenance and operations priorities. 

Analyze the Management of the Park 

With several different entities responsible for carrying out and/or funding 


maintenance in the Park, develop best possible management structure for 
coordination and integration of work in the Park. 


Analyze Division of Tasks in Maintaining and Operating the Park 


Discuss jurisdictional issues. 


Develop Draft Management and Maintenance Plan 
Develop a draft plan with key management and maintenance 
recommendations for presentation to the CAC for discussion and 


comment: 


Prepared by ETM Associates - June 24, 2001__[Revised 7/11/01 by]. Burckardt 


In Progress DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION 


(Includes comments from Citizens Advisory Committee) Rev. 7/12/01 
» Staff organization and projected staffing levels - current and 
future; 


«= Draft maintenance standards; 

» Staff training 

» Estimated annual operating budget(s); 

» Maintenance workspace and storage facilities; 
* Draft Operations plan; 

» Vehicle recommendations and storage; 

« Small equipment needs; 

« Site furnishings recommendations; 


14.0 Develop Estimated Operating Budget(s) 

15.0 Review Plan with Key Decision-Makers 
A detailed outline of the plan and its recommendations will be presented 
to key decision-makers for discussion and suggestions for 


improvements. 


16.0 Preparation and Submission of Final Plan 


Prepared by ETM Associates - June 24, 2001__[Revised 7/11/01 by]. Burckardt 


E-Mail Message 


From: Rome, Laura (ENV) [Laura.Rome@state.ma.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2001 3:50 PM 

To: John Burckardt (E-mail) 

Cc: ShureGross, Betsy (ENV); Wells, Jane (MODR) 
Subject: Project Area 

John, 


| hope that this will answer your question. 


The site boundaries for the entire Emerald Necklace run from 
curb-to-curb from Charlesgate to Franklin Park plus the MDC parkways. 
This is the project for which the Secretary established the CAC. 


The portion of the project currently undergoing MEPA review is Phase 1 
of that larger project and runs Charlesgate to Jamaica Pond and includes 


(1) the river itself, 

(2) any place along the river, between the river and the 
parkways, that is disturbed by the project, and 

(3) any aspect of the parkways that has an impact on the river. 


Give me a shout at 617-626-1030 if you need anything else. 


Laura Rome 

MEPA Office 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114 
Phone: 617-626-1030; Fax 617-626-1181 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes - July 18, 2001 CAC Meeting —- 


Meeting Attendees 
A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 
I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Gresbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


e Fran B. could not attend the meeting. 


e Charles Beveridge attended the meeting. He noted that maintenance and 
management practices, like historical landscape architecture, reflect on the 
aesthetics of the park. He noted that a document was written in Louisville 
that contained information easily accessible that was important to the park 
staff on the historical landscape issues in the park. 


e Inaccordance to the practice that Meeting Summaries are not amended and 
re-issued, but that written comments are distributed to the CAC and added 
to the file, Isabella’s comments on the issue of bike/jogging paths mentioned 
at the June 25 CAC meeting, which needed further clarification, are attached 
to these meeting notes. 


II Discussion with Tim Marshall, Consultant 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


e Tim Marshall introduced himself, highlighting his background and 
experience. He “cut his teeth” in Central Park. He has worked with 
restoration crews, graffiti crews and on the Bronx conservation. He went on 
to oversee design and construction projects for the Conservancy. He became 
the Deputy Administrator for Central Park, which included all facets of 
running and maintaining the park. Central Park illustrates an excellent 
public/private partnership, but this took years to develop. After 14 years 
with Central Park, he formed his own business, focusing on public spaces - 
design, use and maintenance. Important elements are resources, 
opportunities, constraints, historical aspects and ensuring that solutions can 


CAC Meeting Summary — July 18, 2001 
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be implemented. With the scope of work, Tim felt that the key components 
were: training of park staff, volunteers, jurisdictional issues, and standards, 
both aesthetics and performance). 


Questions and Comments from CAC addressed to Tim Marshall, the consultant 


Arlene - Not the first time that there has been an analysis of maintenance and 
management. She agrees that a plan must be “do-able.” 


Tim - There is always a gap between resources and what needs to be 
accomplished. The challenge is how to close that gap and how to use 
resources in a more efficient, different way. 


Arleyn - You had a unique experience of having an administrator dedicated 
to the park. How do you see coordination of the multi-jurisdictions of this 
park in terms of management? By city, interest, type, etc? Different sides of 
the river get maintained differently. 


Tim - He will be looking at the park as one entity. Standards Kal need to be 
applied to the whole park. 


Arleyn - You had an pAvantaee at Central Park having an aintintetentne for 
the whole park. 


Tim - It took a long time, about 10 years, for the administrator to build 
relationships and have enough “teeth.” The conservancy model is not for 
every park and he would not pre-suppose that this is the best model for 
Emerald Necklace. ; é 


Arlene - There are three agencies for equipment, staffing, etc. 


Tim - He noted that he understood the difficulty with multi-jurisdictions, 
and reiterated the importance of applying standards to the whole park. 


George H. - Will the product of the plan, work with or without an 
administrator, or will the plan suggest building something new. CAC has 
consistently been concerned about the need for a new form of management. 


Tim - He noted that he understood the importance of the “balkanization” of 
the park. 


George H. - He is concerned about the Maintenance and Management for 
new improvements that will be made. There is gap funding for existing and 


need new funding for the new improvements. 


Mr. Beveridge - Will you be doing the work yourself or do you have a team? 


CAC Meeting Summary — July 18, 2001 
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Tim - He has a small firm with two associates. “If you hire me, you should 
get me.” He started his own business so that he could do the actual work 
himself. However, he will use associates for mapping and other work. If he 
needs to get someone on board who has a specific expertise needed, he will 
do so. 


June - Sustainability is important. 


Tim - He noted that the restore and decline cycle needs to be broken, with 
less decline and therefore less restoration needed. Maintenance and capital 
funding would both be important to break this cycle. 


George P - An important issue for the CAC is that work is done in different 
sections of the park to restore it, but then these sections are not maintained 
and it declines. This is a 93 million dollar investment and a plan is needed to 
maintain it. 


George H. - Tim’s work will build political clout to support the funding and 
resources needed for maintenance. However, one issue is that no one knows 
what is completely needed to maintain the park. 


Hugh - There is graffiti in dozen of locations in the park, and every once ina 
while it is removed. 


Tim - Getting rid of graffiti is a turf battle; park staff needs to fight the fight. 
At Central Park, there was 65,000 square feet (about an acre and a half) of 
graffiti. It took four years to get rid of the graffiti, even as the graffiti 
continued in other parts of the park. The graffiti crews established two 
priorities: 1) public areas and 2) newly restored projects or sections of the 
park. Years later, the crews expanded into other parts of the park. It is 
important to be consistent and keep removing the graffiti until the graffiti 
artists learn that their tags will be erased. Park staff applied a standard that 
the graffiti would be removed in 24 hours. 


Hugh - Did you ever prosecute the people doing graffiti? 


Tim - Prosecuting people was tried but it wasn’t entirely successful. 
Prosecuting takes resources to do the stakeout, then the graffiti artists must 
be caught, plus court hours, etc and meanwhile other people continue to 
apply graffiti. If there was someone’s “tags” all over the park, they would try 
to prosecute, but otherwise it was more efficient to erase the graffiti as 
quickly as possible. 


Arleyn - It is difficult to get an adequate and accurate sense of what is 
needed to maintain the park now. How long did it take to break down the 


barriers for jurisdiction at Central Park? 


Tim - It took 5 years to get figures from the city. 


CAC Meeting Summary - July 18, 2001 
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George H. - Will you be prioritizing the tasks identified in your report, such 
as those that could/should be done immediately, and others that can be done 
later, etc? 


Arlene ~ Need to do research on maintenance and standards specifically for 
historical landscapes. 


Simone, Executive Director of Emerald Necklace Conservancy - Some sub- 
sections of the park require more expertise e.g. woodlands requires forestry 
knowledge, rose garden, etc. Will you be looking at the specific expertise 
needed for staffing these sub-sections? Tim - yes 


_ Will your recommendations be based on Emerald Necklace full restoration or 


on the phases of restoration? Tim - I will probably look at it in progressive 
steps but will look at it in terms of the full restoration. 


Betsy - Tim has not yet seen the MOA. Item 5 requires that municipalities 
have a maintenance plan. It is important not to extend incremental steps too 
far because maintenance needed as part of the DEIR. 

’ 


George - Can you do this in the time allowed? Tim - yes. 


Site visit with Tim: Saturday, August 4, 2001 - John will send a separate 
-notice with specific details. Clarissa will also be invited to the site visit. 


Scope of Work ' , 


® 
. 


Tim’s contract has not yet been finalized, as discussion of the scope is still 
occurring in coordination with the CAC. i 

It is anticipated that some of his work will be completed in time to submit 
with the DEIR. 

Arleyn is concerned whether CAC will have adequate time to review Tim’s 
work as he progresses. 

Clarissa will also be introduced to the CAC and given an opportunity to 
present. 

John will bring both Clarissa and Tim to a CAC meeting in September to 
report on their work, when more members will be available. 

Hugh suggested inviting Clarissa to participate in the site visit. John will 
invite her. 5 é 

Arleyn wants to see the work of Clarissa and Tim integrated. Will they get a 
chance to work together? 


CAC Meeting Summary — July 18, 2001 
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Ill Discussion 
Final Letter 


e Fran G. has compiled all the comments, based on the minutes, from all of the 
past CAC meetings. Includes an Executive Summary that identifies key issues 
from the comments, which will be attached to the letter. 


e Eight areas were identified as important: 
1. Project Area 
2. Scope of Project 
3. Historical Restoration 
4. Maintenance and Management 
5. Funding 
6. Maintenance Structure 
7. Continued Role of CAC 
8. Enforcement 


e Fran urges CAC to pay particular attention to the administration piece, as there 
is a divergent set of views. There is not yet a consensus, but CAC could 
identify options. 


e Hugh responded that the CAC should propose some options that could be 
implemented in the short-term. 


e The CAC letter does not reflect the CAC’s expected role. CAC should reference 
the MOA. 


e CAC wants to coordinate meeting with the Secretary. Betsy stated that Laura 
Rome is a resource that the CAC could more easily access, although the 
Secretary is available as well. This meeting should occur sooner than later, 
prior to the filing of the FEIR, sometime in early September. 


e CAC agrees to schedule two meetings with Laura Rome: one at the beginning 
September with the Proponents and one at the end of September without the 
proponents. . 


e The comment letter will be distributed to CAC members not in attendance at 
today’s meeting via U.S. mail along with the meeting summaries. 


e Anything underlined is a suggestion from a CAC member, but there is not yet 
consensus on this issue. 


CAC Meeting Summary — July 18, 2001 
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Fran’s questions about the letter: Is there anything wrong, anything that you 
can’t agree with, anything critical that has been omitted? If there is an item 
you do not agree with, how can it be changed? 


Comments on the letter must be sent to Fran G. prior to Friday, Aug 374 


Fran predicts she can make edits to the letter in a day or two. 


In preparing the letter, CAC agreed that Fran and Richard would sign on behalf 
of the group. Question to CAC from Fran - Are CAC signing letter as 
individuals or as members of a constituency? 


Laura Rome needs to be contacted to find out which members were appointed as 
individuals to ensure that people sign in the capacity in which they were 
appointed. Fran will take on this task. 


At this point, the decision regarding whether to include affiliations is not critical, 
although when the letter is submitted for the DEIR, a decision will have to be 
made. 


A representative doesn’t have to pole the constituents of their organization 
because they have been appointed by their organization to represent the group. 
Affiliations will remain on the letter at this time. 


Site Visit 


The site visit with Tim and possibly Clarissa will be on Saturday August 4, 2001. 


Definition of Project Limit 


John B. distributed an email from nes Rome, which defines the physical site 
boundaries of the project. 


Arlene commented that the letter from Laura contradicts much of the CAC’s 
previous discussions. Arlene again requests a glossary of definitions to clarify 
terminology. She also requested a much tighter control on words, such as 
“project,” “phase 1,” [Phase 1 has been used by CAC to describe Charlesgate, 
which differs from the definition provided in Laura’s letter]. 


Bruce commented that Laura’s letter corresponds with what he’s been saying all 
along. 


Does the maintenance and management plan apply to Muddy River restoration 
project from curb to curb or bank to bank? Management and Maintenance plan 
should include curb to curb and be designed to apply to other phases of the 
project. 


MEPA is only concerned about the locations along the river, which are disturbed 
by the project. 
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Arlene - CAC needs to approach Maintenance and Management plan in the 
context of the entire master plan - this reflects the curb to curb vision. 


CAC agrees that Laura Rome needs to address the Maintenance and 
Management expectations of the Secretary, and further discuss the site limits of 
the project and comments from the CAC that touch issues outside the project 
boundaries. 


George requests copy of Louisville book that Charles Beveridge mentioned 
earlier in the meeting and requests that Charles do the same for this CAC. John 
responded that there are limited funds available. All funds are targeted for 
specific tasks and projects. John noted that for each dollar spent on Tim’s work, 
is one dollar less for John’s coordinating work on the project. John will follow- 
up on this conversation and explore vehicles for the development of funding for 
a reference document for the Emerald Necklace similar to the Louisville 
document. 


Next Meeting Date 


The next meeting will be scheduled when there is more information about Tim's 
interim report. | 


Other Housekeeping 

The DEIR will be submitted several weeks behind schedule, at the end of 
September or more likely early October. The proponent may file with the CAC 
prior to filing with MEPA. | 


Hugh suggests providing Tim with a resource (point person or working group) 
from the CAC to answer any on-going questions. After CAC discussion, George 
made suggestion that Tim could e-mail Bruce and CAC members. 


Simone from Emerald Necklace Conservancy would be happy to organize a 
focus group or identify individuals for a focus group, including representatives 
from other organizations not represented on the CAC. Simone agreed to take on 
this task. 


Comments on the letter must be sent to Fran G. prior to Friday the 34. She will 
send out the letter two days after that date. 


Jane Wells, Facilitator, distributed evaluation forms for MODR’s facilitation. 
CAC should mail MODR completed forms. Additional evaluation forms will 
be mailed to CAC members not present at this meeting. 
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isabella Callanan 


From: Brenda Lew <blew@mparch.com> 

To: muddyrvr@tiac.net; Cheryl Kelley <cdk@bu.edu>; James Morgan <JJmorgan2000@cs. com>; David Tutein 
<dtutein@lynx.neu.edu> 

Subject: Fw: (fencing adjacent to Brookliine Ave.bridge, and Master Plan 

Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2001 12:43 PM 


——- Original Message —— 

From: “isabella Callanan" <muddyrvr@tiac.net> 

_ To: "Fran Beatty" <beatty@ci.boston.ma.us> 

Cc: "Brenda E Lew" <blew@mparch.com>; “Lee Cooke-Childs” <Icc@tiac.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 04, 2001 11:37 PM 

Subject: (fencing adjacent to Brookliine Ave.bridge, and Master Plan 


> We (Friends of the Muddy River) request that the cyclone fencing near the 
> Brookline Aveue bridge be taken down. We understand it was put up at the 
> time the bridge was being worked on and can now be removed. 

> 

> At the last CAC meeting ;] brought up the matter of how the clycling path 

> has been dealt with in the 1989 edition, the 1883 edition, and more 

> recently the 2001 edition updated by Marion Pressley. We are opposed to 
> the introduction of a new asphalt road in the Riverway because our park is 
> so narrow, and also it is in a flood plain. As | said in the early 90's 

> anyone with a good arm can throw a rock from the Boston edge of the park 
> to the Brookline side. The MDC has on three occasions taken a slice off 

> the mid section of our park to widen the Riverway road. The resulting 

> greenspace is very limited and very precious. Following is the material 

> which | presented from the three editions of the Master Plan: - 

> 


> |. 1989 edition, (unpaged.) On page opposite figure 124. 

> 

> "Build bike/jog path along east edge of park on route of former bridle 
> path. 

> 

> "The Riverway no longer functions well as a link in the park system. 
> The re-use of the former bridle path provides connections to the parks on 
> both ends as part of a system-wide route. Although other parks have 

> bike/jog circuits such a route is not feasible in the Riverway, because of 
> space limitations on the Brookline side. Because of the Riverway 

> (parkway) widening, the bike/jog route has to be directed under the 
bridge 

> where additional space is available. (This is a park-specific application 
> of a system-wide application.)" 

> 

> Also in the same 1989 edition, Part Three, Master Plan Implementation, 
> under the heading Chapel Street Bridge: 

> 

> “new bituminous concrete bike/jog path (6,000 SF) 

> FEEEEREEEFEFEEEELEFEEEEE EEE ELE EEF EEE EEE EFEPEE EEE EE EFT FITS 
> 
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> 2. 1993 edition pages 99-100 

> 

> "The present paved pedestrian path on the Brookline side of the river 

> will become 

> part of the newly established cycling and jogging path, which in the rest 

> of the system will be following the route of the original and now obsolete 
> bridle path. Some modification of the present path , such as changes in 
> surface treatments and iz 

> separation of ways,. may be necessary to ensure that cycling and jogging 
> traffic do not conflict with pedestrian use. The establishment of this 

> continuous route throughout the Emerald Necklace park system fulfills a 
> recommemndation for a : 

> separate bicycle path made by Charles Eliot in 1896.” 

> 

> also in 1993 edition, Riverwag Projects Priorities, Scopes and Costs,page 
> 137 

> "Riverway South, East Side 

> 

> "Proposed Improvements include......... and 6,000 SF new bituminous 

> concrete cycling and jogging path.” 

> 
PEEEEEFEFELEEEEEFEFEFELEEFEEEEEE EEF E $$$ 44444444444+4444444444 
> 

> 3. The Emerald Necklace Master Plan, 

> Prepared by Walmsiey-Pressley, joint venture 1989, Updated by Pressley 
> Associates Inc. 2001 

> 

> page 145,. The Riverway Plan 

> 


> "Modify the present Boston pedestrian path to accommodate separate 
> cycling/jogging and pedestrian paths, to ensure the establishment of the 
> system-wide dual circulation system." 
> 
> also on page 191 : ; 
> > 4 ; 
j 
> Longwood South-East Side ' 
> "Proposed improvements include......... new asphalt-sealed crushed stone 
> walks 
> (15,000 SF) 
> 


> Longwood North-West Side 

> “Proposed improvements include...... new asphalt-sealed crused stone 

> walks." 

> 
PEEEEEEEEEELEEEEEFEEEE EDEL EP EEEEEE EEE EEE $$ $$444444444444444 
> 

> Lastly | would like to comment that the continued use of the word "path" 

is 

> misleading. According to the OED and Websters Third a path is an informal 
> way made by the passage of human or animal feet. This is particularly 

> Curious in the 1993 edition description of the paved road onthe 

> Brookline side which was certainly designed to accommodate police cars as 
s | 

> "paved pedestrian path." 

> ‘ 
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EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


August 17, 2001 


Justine P. Liff, Commissioner Thomas DeMaio, Commissioner 
City of Boston Parks and Recreation Department Department of Public Works 
Brookline Department of Public Works Brookline Town Hall 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue 333 Washington Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02118 Brookline, MA 02245 


RE: Emerald Necklace Environmental Improvements Master Plan and Phase I Muddy 
River Flood Control, Water Quality, and Habitat Enhancement (the “Project’”’) 
EOEA No. 11865 


Comments on Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Dear Commissioners Liff and DeMaio: 


As you know, the Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”), appointed by Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs Bob Durand to assist in the review of the Project, has carefully and 
intently studied a preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Report at its frequent meetings over 


the last several months. The Citizens Advisory Committee appreciates the proponents’ efforts to 


address the concerns which the CAC has expressed at these meetings. In particular, the CAC is 
most receptive to the recent modifications which the proponents’ made to the Vision Statement, 
and their willingness to secure two sub-consultants to provide independent advice regarding 
maintenance and management of this historic landscape. 


The CAC wishes to provide to the proponents and their consultants written guidance 
which identifies what it believes to be the major issues which need to be addressed, in order to 
ensure the long-term success of the Project and the rehabilitation of the Emerald Necklace Park 
system as a whole, along with specific comments on various portions of the Draft Report. 


The critical issues are identified in the remainder of this letter and the more specific 
comments are included in nine attachments, eight of which refer to the identified specific 
sections of the Draft Report, and the last of which has been identified as Parking Lot Issues, 
since the best place to include them was not apparent: Revised Executive Summary, Project 
Alternatives (Section 2), Project Description (Section 5, Appendix 1), Project Impacts and 


Mitigation (Sections 6, 7, and 9), Best Management Practices (Section 2.5), Best Management — 


Practices for Stormwater Runoff (Section 5.7), Management and Maintenance Plan (Section 8), 
Funding (Section 10), and Parking Lot Issues. The enclosed comments on the Executive 
Summary provide a concise summary of the major points set forth in more detail in the 
individual section comments. It should be noted that the CAC has not studied the many 
Appendices to the Report. 
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Project Area. This issue seems to have dogged the project and its review from the 
start. A project map with clear delineation of existing owners of both project areas 
(City of Boston, MDC, Town of Brookline, etc.) and abutting properties (with 
special emphasis on institutional and corporate abutters) should be created and 
incorporated into the DEIR. A history of ownership would also be useful — perhaps 
this can be lifted from the Emerald Necklace Master Plan. 


Scope of the Project. There has been lengthy discussion and continued confusion 
about the specific scope of the project and its future phases. The CAC is concerned 
that this confusion, if continued, will affect the public’s perception of the project 
and the ultimate success of its intended or anticipated goals. Funding agencies, the 
state and federal government will also need to know that the public understands that 
the entire park, and or the pathways, upland banks and glades will not be included 
or funded in this specific flood control/water quality/habitat enhancement project. 
A clear explanation of the differences between: a) Olmsted Parks/Emerald 
Necklace Masterplan goals, b) the project as described in the Secretary’s 
Certificate(s), and c) Muddy River Restoration project boundaries and scope should 
be created to eliminate the existing ambiguity and should be included in the DEIR. 


Historic Resource Protection. Major attention should be given to historic 
interpretation of the work which will be done. While this is to a large extent an 
engineering project, the historic and environmental implications are enormous. The 
historic resources section of the DEIR should be expanded in substance and 
strengthened in tone. 


The EIR must be clear that this is a rehabilitation project. Rehabilitation is the 
treatment of choice when substantial repair work is done which will retain both the 
historic character and contemporary use of an historic space. 


The distinction between primary and secondary periods of significance is obscure 
and these words should be avoided. Rather language should be inserted in the 
appropriate area that states, for example, “ rehabilitation work will reestablish the 
historic character of the 1890’s era.” 


The historic resources under Section 6 should not be limited to built features, but 
should also include landscape features such as vegetation and grading, which are 
part of the historic fabric of the parks to be improved. The CAC recommends that 
an assessment and evaluation be made of the health of existing vegetation within 
the limits of the work (giving due respect to heritage trees and plantings) to 
determine its life span and whether timely removal of an obviously declining tree or 
shrub mass might be necessary during construction. 


In addition, the EIR should state how new as well as mature trees and established 
plantings will be protected during construction (around Fenbridge, for example). 


Maintenance. In order to ensure that the capital investment and environmental 
improvements which the project represents are not squandered in the future by 
failure to properly maintain and manage the park areas rehabilitated by the project, 
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the DEIR must provide as much detail as possible regarding the management and 
maintenance program which will be implemented prior to, and upon completion of 
the various capital improvements. 


The CAC strongly endorses, and would like to restate for the record, what Frederick 
Law Olmsted wrote in 1873: 


“The Park Commissioners are trustees and managers for the whole 
body of owners of a large amount of public property. Their business 
is of two kinds; that of forming parks [and] that of keeping them. The 
second is the graver responsibility. The Commissioners are to be 
holden to a stricter account if the arrangements they make for it are 
ill judged or if they delegate it to faithless or indifferent agents.” 


Secretary Durand has clearly recognized Olmsted’s wisdom, and the importance of 
this issue, for his April 29, 1999 Certificate on the Environmental Notification 
Form imposes upon the proponents clear and specific requirements with respect to a 
management and maintenance plan. The Certificate specifically requires the 
proponents to include in the EIR 


“a comprehensive maintenance management plan to be implemented 
by Boston and Brookline throughout the watershed of the Muddy 
River to ensure continuing effectiveness of any stormwater or water 
quality improvement measures and prevent new siltation, and it 
should specifically identify funding sources for ongoing, long-term 
implementation of the maintenance plan.” 


It further requires that 


“to ensure that the capital investment is protected, the EIR should 
describe in detail the proponent’s maintenance and management plan 
for maintaining the restored condition of the Muddy River and the 
Emerald Necklace parks...It should include commitments to maintain 
the restored historic landscape and structures. It should include 
protocols for regular monitoring of environmental conditions to 
provide a continuous feed-back loop by which the effectiveness of 
management practices can be measured. Finally, it should define the 
proportional financial responsibilities of the City of Boston and the 
Town of Brookline for all short-term and long-term maintenance and 
monitoring measures related to the project.” 


The Memorandum of Understanding effective as of November 4, 1999 by and 
among the City of Boston, the Town of Brookline, the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs, and others also contains in Paragraph 5 the recognition of 
these two municipalities that an appropriate maintenance and management plan will 
be submitted jointly to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs and reviewed as a 
part of the review for adequacy of the environmental impact report. 
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6. 


As currently drafted, Section 8, does not begin to satisfy the obligations imposed by 
the Certificate or the Memorandum of Understanding. It does not provide a 
realistic description of prospective maintenance needs or a sufficient plan for how 
those needs will be met. There is a strong consensus that before maintenance can 
be adequately addressed in the DEIR, there needs to be a full study of required 
staffing levels, training needs of that staff, resources, costs, special needs of historic 
landscapes and other issues critical to the successful maintenance of an historic 
Olmsted park. 


The CAC has requested that a consultant be hired to advise it in this regard. The 
proponents have responded positively and it is the hope of the CAC that the report 
of Tim Marshall and Clarissa Rowe will provide the substance for an appropriate 
management and maintenance plan to be included in the DEIR. Information 
gathered from the Arnold Arboretum and the Trustees for Reservations as to how 
they manage their natural resources should be a part of the consultants’ analysis. 


The CAC also recommends that the rewritten section include a table describing the 
acreage of turf, trees, water, playfields, and other amenities, the current level of 
staffing and the desired level of staffing based on research from the consultant and 
similar fully staffed historic urban parks of the same size and landscape complexity 
in a similar climate. The section should explain how the parks should look in the 
professional mind of the proponents, and should clearly delineate the costs under 
current union wage scales of a fully staffed maintenance division for the Emerald 
Necklace with the optimum staffing level. Richard Heath has written several letters 
on management and maintenance, and a copy of his comments on this section of the 
report are enclosed. 


Funding. The CAC strongly believes that the two municipalities that are the 
proponents need to clearly identify in the DEIR their commitments to the funding of 
both the capital outlay and long term maintenance and management portions of the 
project. Budgets should be established now, which will support the funding 
required. Without specific budgets, the proponents cannot commit to take specific 
actions. Political considerations should be addressed, and mechanisms should be 
put in place now to ensure dedicated revenues for the parks being improved. The 
CAC supports practical cost savings incentives for innovative approaches to 
construction but not at the expense of environmental regulations and the 
conservation of historic resources. 


Management. The CAC would like to state that past and current management of the 
resource has been woefully insufficient and damaging to the park system. The 
CAC has strong doubts about the efficiency of committee management and annual 
reporting as recommended in the draft DEIR. The DEIR should explain how 
multiple agencies that have separate and independent legal jurisdictions over the 
Necklace parks could be made more efficient and accountable to the Necklace as a 
whole or their artificial boundary lines erased altogether. 


The CAC discussed at length whether an independent Emerald Necklace 
Administration should be established for this purpose. Numerous references to 
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these discussions are contained throughout the enclosed section comment 
statements. While there is not currently unanimity as to the best way to address this 
issue, there is a uniform commitment, as indicated in the next paragraph, that the 
CAC should have a continuing role in this regard. 


In the meantime, the CAC recommends the study of several possible alternatives to 
ensure unified management, including: 


Special legislation creating a separate Emerald Necklace Administration 
An Emerald Necklace Authority 

e A non-profit partnership with the proponents 

e A more detailed MOU with specific commitments from the municipalities 
and an enforcement mechanism 


The CAC anticipates and would like to work with the Secretary in guaranteeing that 
a proper management structure, which can ensure the preservation of the 
environmental improvements proposed, is in place before permits are issued to 
proceed. 


The CAC Role. The role of the CAC should be sustained throughout the life of this 
and future phase(s) of the project, including the planning, design, construction, and 
management phases. At the very least the CAC expects to remain intact as a staffed 
and funded monitor of the project through design and construction. Site visits to 
inspect progress should be an integral part of a regular meeting schedule. 


The CAC endorses its role to act as an ombudsman throughout the life of the capital 
project, and in the implementation of the maintenance program, as well. Project 
proponents should provide quarterly updates to the CAC or their consultants and 
two public meetings should be held. The first public meeting should be held at the 
time of the release of the “annual” update at year-end. The second public meeting 
should be held within a month or two after, for the CAC to formulate a response to 
the proponents using input from the public as a guide. Additionally, a process for 
public representation, including but not limited to issues of substitution, 
replacement, removal, and adaptability to the formation of future constituent groups 
should be clearly established. The existing CAC is a good start as appointed, but a 
more formal and regularly maintained check on this public “balance of power” 
should be created and codified for all parties. 


Enforcement. The multiple jurisdictions that overlay the Emerald Necklace hobble 
its current maintenance and management, particularly with respect to the parkways. 
The preliminary DEIR does not explain how the maintenance requirements with 
respect to the project areas will be enforced given those multiple jurisdictions. The 
CAC (and we believe the public) wants assurance that the maintenance 
requirements set forth in the DEIR will be commitments of the Town of Brookline, 
the City of Boston and the Metropolitan District Commission, and are legally 
enforceable. 
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The CAC has also requested clarification on what recourse is available to the 
Secretary to impound funds or otherwise penalize the proponents if they fail to 
comply with their obligations to maintain this $91 million project for three parks in 
the Emerald Necklace, the largest capital project for any park in the history of 
Boston and Brookline. 


In summary, we hope that the proponents find this letter and the enclosed section 
comments useful in preparing the DEIR which will be submitted to the Secretary. The CAC will 
have further comments when it reviews the DEIR, and by that time, it is hoped that some of the 
still ambiguous issues which we fear could defeat the proponents’ goals will have been resolved. 


Thank you. 


By: By: 
Frances Allou Gershwin Richard Heath 


On behalf of themselves and the other Members of the Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory 
Committee: 


Kathy Baskin, Charles River Watershed Association 
Charles Alan Birnbaum, National Park Service 

Edward Burke . 

Isabella M. Callanan, Friends of the Muddy River 
Suzanne Comtois, Fenway Community Development Corporation 
Christine Cooper, Jamaica Pond Project 

Edward Cutler, Ph.D. 

Margaret Dyson, Historic Massachusetts, Inc. 

Alan Goodman, The Abbey Group 

George Hagerty, Fenway Studios, Inc. 

June Hatfield 

Gary R. Hilderbrand 

Adam Kahn, Brookline Conservation Commission 
Frances J. Kemp 

John Leahy 

Arleyn A. Levee, National Association for Olmsted Parks 
Arlene Mattison, Emerald Necklace Conservancy 

Hugh Mattison, Friends of Leverett Pond 

Lauren Meier 

Paul Mentag, Fenway Alliance 

Jane Pfister 

George Proakis 

Marion Sabal, Fenway Garden Society 

Joyce Starner, Symphony United Neighbors 

Fredericka Veikley, Fenway Civic Association 

Eileen Woodford, National Parks & Conservation Association 
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Cc: Stan Ivan, Chief Engineer, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 
Erin Chute, Brookline Director of Parks and Open Space 
John Burckardt, Parsons Brinckerhoff, c/o Boston Parks and Recreation Department, 
Bruce Conklin, PE, Camp, Dresser and McKee, Inc 
Samantha Overton Bussel, Deputy Commissioner for Policy, Metropolitan District 
Commission 
John Sullivan, Chief Engineer, Boston Water and Sewer 
Laura Rome, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Betsy Shure-Gross, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Mark Smith, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Richard Thibodeau, Chief Planner, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
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Comments on Revised Draft of Executive Summary 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


July 16, 2001 


Note: The Proponent(s) and CDM have substantially reworked the Vision 
Statement and Executive Summary with regard to the previous draft 
comments. Please refer to “DRAFT Vision Statement, N.D.” & “Muddy River 
Executive Summary, Revised Outline (partial), May 24, 2001” for specifics. 
Major draft comment themes are repeated below, with changes to date 
summarized in italics and areas that still need work underlined. 


GENERAL COMMENTS 
Vision Statement 


The Vision Statement should be a statement of the goals and 
philosophy of the project and “set the stage.” The vision statement is 
now a stand-alone document that has also been substantially 
rewritten. This document will precede the Executive Summary. 


Relationship with Emerald Necklace Master Plan 


Need to more clearly explain the relationship between this project and 
Emerald Necklace Master Plan. This material has been added as 
requested — is this enough explanation? There is continued concern 
about project scope vis-a-vis Secretary’s Certificates. 


Project Objectives 


The Executive Summary needs to tie in the project objectives and 
explain why alternatives, options, approaches are desirable or 
recommended. See ‘Solving Problems’ section of new Summary. 
Additionally, references throughout the ES will point the reader to 
corresponding report sections for details. Graphics and tables of 
screened alternatives and preferred options are now included. 


Style/Presentation 


Text should be presented in such a way as to capture the diverse 
readership with more “punch” and “passion.” Revised ES will include 


many pull quotes, style boxes and graphics. 


The Executive Summary needs to be written to reflect a stronger and 
more accurate representation of the project as it was presented by the 
consultants. 


CAC Draft DEIR Comments 
Executive Summary 
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Page 2 


All passive or subjective verbs should be changed to active tenses. 
The sense of inevitability and certainty with which the consultant 
delivered numerous presentations to the CAC needs to be present in 
the Executive Summary, and the document as a whole. 


The CAC recommends the use of a professional editor. This has been 
accomplished. The tone seems clearer and more directed. 


The ES should be illustrated. This has been accomplished. Do the 


maps consistently make clear the areas, boundaries, scope of work 
being referenced in text? Will they/should they be colored? Example: 
Riverway and Olmsted Park project area maps (USGS) in new ES seem 
to be confused by contours and structures — the river or park is lost. 


There should be two additional maps: one delineating the project area 
and the other the entire Emerald Necklace Park system. These maps 
need to be more graphically readable to the non-technical reader. 
These maps have been added. Are these maps now too simplified - 
especially the Emerald Necklace map? Should these maps be full-page 
or fold-out so that they will have enough specific information to orient 
the reader as well as pack more “punch” and allow the reader to begin 
to ‘enter’ the park and project areas (understanding these are different 
maps than the large format appendix maps with their requisite 
technical notations)? Should these maps be adjacent to each other to 
help the reader understand the boundaries of the total park system 
and the limits of the Phase 1 improvements — perhaps an overlay? This 
jurisdictional/boundary/scope of work issue is still causing concern and 
or confusion for the CAC and it would be assumed the public as well. 


Pubic Relations 


The CAC recommends that the proponents commission a separate 
advocacy/marketing brochure derived from the Vision Statement and 
Executive Summary for wide public distribution. This has not been 


funded or addressed. Much as the proponents have gone outside the 
existing consultant team with respect to a Maintenance and 
Management sub-consultant, perhaps the new ES editor can provide a 
starting point for discussions with a professional designer to create a 
simple brochure from the newly reworked ES. The proponents should 
engage in a dialogue with the Emerald Necklace Conservancy on this 


issue. 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 


1.0 Overview 
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Check accuracy of dates and confirm or clarify terms. Document 
claims for certain usage or discard if non-supportable. Have term 
searches “restoration,” “rehabilitation,” etc. been performed to uni. 
document? _The terms need to be consistent with the terms as they 
are defined by the National Park Service. Has glossary been created, 
and referenced throughout the ES (the first place many terms will be 
encountered)? 


2.0 Project Alternatives 


Maps need to present referenced information clearly to the reader. 
See comments on illustrations above. 


Alternatives should be clearly explained and the best combination of 
alternatives made plain to the reader. This has been addressed with 
the rewrite and addition of screening tables. Members of the CAC 


expressed concern that this section lacked a clear conclusion. MEPA 
process norms suggest that this section illustrate all of the project 
alternatives and their analysis in a straightforward and non-biased 
format. Project Analysis writer recommended that the CAC focus on 
the substantive content portions of this section and trust that the 


presentation is appropriate to the intended audience. Do these 
comments hold true for the rewritten ES? 


Define restoration, rehabilitation and choose the correct term for this 
project. See comments above re Overview. Consider avoiding the 
terms “primary and secondary periods of significance.” The new ES 
uses “historical significance” and notes dates. 


3.0 Public/Agency Involvement 


New ES reiterates MEPA process, summarizes regulatory requirements. 
A flow chart is suggested as an aid? List of permits required is added. 
Should public comment phases or other pertinent statutory regulations 
be made clear to the reader so that they understand their ongoing role 
in oversight through, and in concert with, public agencies? 


4.0 Existing Conditions 


Are the “Physical Features” and existing conditions as described in the 


new ES sufficient or now too brief? 


5.0 Project Design and Construction 


CAC Draft DEIR Comments 
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Need to tie back to project objectives. Screening tables have been 
added. 


A goal of the project is to reduce sediment loads by another 30%. 

The CAC was reluctant to set a higher goal, which would be desirable 
considering the effort and expense going into this project, and decided 
to request further information from the engineers to understand better 
the implications of asking for further reductions of sediment loads. 
Suggest making reference to the Emerald Necklace Master Plan and 
Olmsted's original design. The CAC recommends further explanation of 
the actual physical changes needed to achieve the 30% and support 
for arriving at this figure. For example, what would the cost of each 
change be, and how much would it reduce sediment loads. 


BMPs are weak. BMPs tend to be focused on water quality but not the 
other four project objectives. EMP consultant report should be 
referenced when completed. 


Insert paragraph about the initiation of public processes in future for 
park restoration beyond the existing project. MDC and City of Boston 
should create new CAC that begins public process for the parts of the 
park(s) not addressed by this flood control/water quality project. The 
proponent should work with CAC to come up with a process that 
involves MDC and other appropriate agencies or entities. 


A public education component including informative signage and 
descriptions of systems and equipment used at project sites should be 
created, funded and implemented throughout the various phases of 
the project (Parking Lot issue). 


6.0 Assessment of Impacts 


Describe two-year post planting maintenance plan. Discussion focused 
on the issue that a maintenance plan may be inadequate before 
vegetation is established. 


Historic resources are not just built features but are also landscape 
features and include the whole character of the landscape: grading, 
plantings, and structures. 


Historic character has been compromised by the construction of the 
Bowker overpass, however, there are several historic features 
remaining, such as grading, significant trees and defined spatial 
relationships. 
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All traffic sections, want description of traffic and noise impact of 
construction. 


7.0 Environmental Mitigation 


8.0 Management and Maintenance Plan 


The EMP sub-consultant report needs to be referenced here. This 


section is still in process and cannot be adequately addressed in the ES 
until finished. 


CAC continues to suggest idea of a centralized administration of the 
park e.g. a separate authority that has the funding, responsibility and 
accountability to oversee park maintenance and management. This 
should be reviewed/referenced in EMP report when finished. 


Section 2.5.2 figure 2-40, Add this pie chart to the ES to 
emphasize that 85% of urban runoff is related to maintenance. 
Create a separate chart that shows just maintenance. 


MDC to provide information on jurisdiction and accountability 
of MDC 


9.0 Regulatory Requirements 


10.0 


Secretary is looking for a pathway for protecting the resource of the 
Muddy River._CAC can help the Secretary convince the national 
government and other entities to fund this 

project. 


CAC suggests modification of the Secretarial Certificate from CAC 
annual updates to quarterly updates with access and meetings with 
proponents and an independent advisory role for management and 
maintenance throughout the year. 


Funding Strategy. 


Should clearly reflect how much funding can realistically be secured 
from various funding sources. The CAC is very concerned that the 


proponents will create a segmented project. DEIR needs to include the 
roponents’ plan for how all necessary funding (both ca ital and 


maintenance) can be achieved. 


Clearly identify which funding sources the proponents are activel 


pursuing. The proponents should list themselves as a funding source. 
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The proponents need to strengthen the public/private partnership 
model: currently limit partnerships to connections between 
institutions and the Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Outline legislative strategy similar to that pursued on the Federal, 
congressional level. 
Prepared by George Hagerty 


#74617 
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Comments on Project Alternatives (Section 2) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


May 16, 2001 
GENERAL COMMENTS 


It is our understanding that pursuant to MEPA guidelines, the purpose of this 
Section is to illustrate all of the project alternatives and provide a summary 
analysis of each in a straight forward and non biased format, rather than to 
indicate any conclusion of the proponents as to the preferred alternative. 
Therefore the CAC focuses here on the substantive content portions of this 
section. 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
Flood Control 


2.1.5 - Given the invasiveness of the Phragmites, it should be clearly stated 
that the dredging should include root mass removal in order to prevent a 
reoccurrence of the plant material. Writer’s comment - is this necessary 
given the language on page 2-39 last paragraph? I believe that the last 5 
bullets under this section are rendered moot relative to the MEPA format 
approach described above. 


BMP’S 


2.3.7 Explain in more detail the plans for daylighting the culvert between 
Willow Pond and Leverett Pond or otherwise restoring flow to the Babbling 
Brook. Also include discussion of plans for both upper and lower sections of 
Babbling Brook. Need to reference Master Plan and Brookline’s CIP. 


P, 2-96 , 2.5.2.4 Language should be stronger regarding illegal connections. 
Reference relevant laws; the proponents should provide details how they are 
addressing this problem. Include on what has been done up to date. Inthe 
second paragraph of this section change “was considered a BMB” to “is” 
considered a BMP 


P, 2-97, 2.5.2.6 First part of section is inaccurate, should include 
responsibilities of all proponents and other responsible parties, in the form of 
list/chart. Within actions, “should” vs. “is” needs to be clarified 


2.5.2.5 Hazardous waste and paint recycling collection locations should to be 
more targeted to areas close to the Muddy River; also the frequency of 
collection days should be raised. 
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2.5.2.2 Catchbasin Stenciling - The second paragraph is inaccurate. The 
municipalities have not demonstrated activity on a catchbasin stenciling 
program. This reality should be made clear. 


Table 2.2, p. 6 of 6, Chart implies that MDC cleans catchbasins daily after 
grass season, P. 2-95 2.5.2.1, This page states MDC does not have formal 
program. Inconsistent statements between table and text. 


CAC is seeking accuracy and presentation clarity on current BMP activity by 
Brookline, Boston and the MDC. Also seeking clarity on respective 
responsibilities and coordinated effort where impacts overlap in multi- 
jurisdictional areas. 


Table 2-3, needs to clarify visually the preferred alternatives and the degree 
to which they meet project objectives. Clarify what Bold text means; we 
recommend an insertion of a few how-to sentences to help the reader use 
this valuable table. 


Prepared by Paul Mentag 


#74459 
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Comments on Project Description (Section 5, Appendix I) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


May 7, 2001 


General Comments 


it 


This is a rehabilitation, not a restoration, project - retaining remaining 
historic significance according to historic documentation. It is not possible 
to restore the river. Different conditions exist today that make a 
restoration not possible. Change wording in the document accordingly 
and use that wording consistently throughout the document. 


The document needs a glossary. The terms need to be consistent 
with the terms as they are defined by the National Park Service. If 
the term is just a one or two word explanation, it could be added within 
the document. 


The project needs to be more clearly defined. This is part of a larger 
Emerald Necklace project. But, there are enormous parts of the 
rehabilitation that will not be done until there is a larger project in the 
future. It would be helpful to make a list of future priorities, which have 
the biggest impact on the project. 


This project has its limits and only applies to certain areas. Limit 
lines are in DEIR. The document needs to communicate more clearly the 
boundaries and scope of work. Cost containment is a major contributor to 
the scope of this project. The ongoing management and maintenance 
pieces can cover broader scope. 


Section Five: Project Design and Construction 


5.1 on p. 5-2, Charlesgate “installation of new park benches” and trash 
cans. 


5.1.5, Insert a paragraph about the initiation of public processes in future 
for park restoration beyond the existing project. MDC and City of Boston 
should create new CAC that begins public process that hasn’t yet been 
done. The prior Charlesgate Charette (Community Outreach Group) 
would be incorporated into the process. Any such process also needs to 
be conscious of the future restoration of the Bowker overpass. The 
proponent should work with CAC to come up with a process that involves 
MDC and other appropriate agencies or entities. 


5.1.1 Page 5-2 Consultants should include incentives to contractor to 
lower costs on dredging disposal. The document can include a statement 
regarding incentives for reducing costs in the EIR. Cost savings need to 
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be balanced against environmental and historical concerns, as well as 
legal and practical operations. As part of contract documents “best 
management practices” are routinely included. 


The CAC supports environmentally sensitive cost-savings incentives for 
innovative approaches to construction methodologies. 


P. 5-7, Section 5.1.5, third paragraph - Define/clarify “in-kind”. Addition 
- “certified arborist and professionally trained horticulturists.” 


Figure 5.4 The shading key for the Phragmites on the south side of 
Agassiz Bridge dropped out on the printing. Boundaries are there but 
shading isn’t. 


5.2.2, P. 5-13 Signify the importance of “day-lighting” in this area. Add 
some history of the public process which sets the stage for the work. 
Describe new legislation. 


Louis Pasteur is also known as Higginson Circle. 


Include description and discussion about removing the “jug handle” and 
its benefits to the project as presented in Boston Transportation Dept. 
public processes. 


5.2 Back Bay Fens. Describe how long it will take to replant after removal 
of staging area? Should define schedule for replanting in all sections of 
the river. 


5.2.2.1 This section states there will be new pedestrian and bike 
pathways constructed to connect to other sections of park. The 
proponents should consider adding improvement to street crossings for 
bike path. 


5.2.5 P. 5-21 Rehabilitation planting must conform to standard 
horticultural practices. Clarify that this includes aeration and soil 
conditioning. 


5.2.7 State clearly how long-term maintenance will be a part of the 
consideration when choosing from the Olmsted palette of plants. 


5.4.2 Explain “work in this area (Olmsted Park) can proceed 
independently of infrastructure work on the project.” 


5.4 .4 Leverett Pond area is described as having integrity from the 
Primary Period of Significance. And information is available “to recover 
the effect that Olmsted intended and that is documented in historic 
photographs”. Since Olmsted’s intent for rural scenery was aquiet 
enjoyment and a tranquil, restful, and soothing effect; provide specifics as 
to how this rolling meadow will be rehabilitated with the presence of the 
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re-orientation of the Daisy Field backstop and playing fields and stands. 
Explain the proposed viewsheds and plantings and how they relate to the 
Olmsted design and intent. 


e What plants will be used for “turf covered banks? Are there any that are 
less attractive to geese, which could be included? 


e P. 5-49 “In Olmsted Park there are three islands.” “...The goal will be to 
disturb the two larger island as little as possible...” There is a need to 
stabilize the shorelines of the two larger islands, and this should be stated 
explicitly. 


e 5.5.2 “Dredging in Willow Pond is justified principally as historic 
restoration,” Water quality is a major factor at Willow Pond. Outflow 
from the Chestnut Street Drain has caused oil to leak into Willow Pond, 
thereby creating oil-polluted sediment. 


Prepared by Arlene Mattison 
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Comments on Project Impacts & Mitigation (Sections 6, 7, & 9) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


May 22, 2001 


Preface: 


The CAC offers the following comments to assist the proponents in improving 
the DEIR. 


Section 6: Assessment of Impact/Environmental Consequences 


Section 6.1, installation of new park benches - add “and waste barrels”. 
(*this insertion should be included throughout the section as appropriate). 


Section 6.1, In addition to evaluation of health of trees and shrubs in the 
area should be some, focus on the removal of dead trees. 


Section 6.1.1.3, first paragraph second sentence, clarify and reorder 
sentence. 


General comment: Repetition of sentences about fecal coliform count 
means you don’t know which sections of the river are better or worse and 
which sections have a standard problem. If there is a reference to a table 
or appendix that has the information, include the reference. 


Section 6.1.2.1, last paragraph, add requirement of preparation of the 
soil, e.g. aeration and tilling in advance of sodding and seeding and 
restoring landscape. Describe site preparation specific to each area. 


General Comment: Interested in the role of the contractor versus the city 
in managing new vegetation during interim period before vegetation is 
fully established. Describe two-year post planting maintenance plan. 
Discussion focused on the issue that a maintenance plan may be 
inadequate before vegetation is established; there may be a need for 
more care of the vegetation during the transition period. 


Section 6.1.2.2, under Benthic Resources section, question assumptions 
regarding’ greater/lesser value of benthic versus planktonic resources. 
Support for this? 


Section 6.1.2.2, Benthic Resources section, bio-accumulation is preferred 
term for bio-magnification. 


Section 6.1.2.2, Benthic Resources section, Recruitment from storm 
drain. What might be recruited from a storm drain that would be 
desirable. Give examples or delete. 
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General Comment: All historic resources sections under Section 6. 
Historic resources are not just built features but also include landscape 
features that are remaining, for example vegetation and grading. Historic 
resources are also the whole character of the landscape, which includes 
grading, planting, and structures. 


Section 6.1.3.1, include that the historic character has been compromised 
by the construction of the Bowker overpass, however, there are several 
historic features remaining, such as grading, significant trees and defined 
spatial relationships. 


Section 6.1.3.1, some sections refer to Charlesgate as having no historic 
resources, although there are references about historical resources in 
other parts of the chapter. Need to clear up inconsistencies about 
historical resources in the Charlegate area. 


Section 6.1.3.1, need to clarify the kind of protection fencing that will be 
used. 


Section 6.1.4, want reference to an explanation of construction traffic 
impacts, e.g. appendix reference and include clearer explanation of 
relative quantitative and qualitative impacts in this section. 


General Comment: Section 6, all traffic sections, want layman’s 
description of traffic and noise impact of construction. 


Section 6.2, bullet 3, restore the bank as constructed according to historic 
intent, instead of natural bank. 


Section 6.2.1.2, last sentence, need recommendation to address how to 
deal with Stony Brook conduit being a continuing source of contamination. 


Section 6.2.1.2, define analytes in glossary. 


Section 6.2.1.3, Staging Area Runoff, second sentence, substitute: 
crushed stone will minimize compaction, instead of leaving soil 
undisturbed, which is inaccurate. 


Section 6.2.1.3, Turbid Water section, Phragmites should be cut before 
flowering in (the previous) July as a first step before seeds come out. Also 
include statement that proper cultural practices should be followed in 
removing Phragmites. 


Section 6.2.2.1, p. 6-22, how is the loam ground going to be prepared for 
restoration? Similar to previous comment about aeration and tilling the 


soil. 
Section 6.2.2.2, Examples of freshwater shellfish in the Fens, if any. 


General Comment: Desirable to reference validation or documentation in 
appendices that support assertions throughout the draft EIR. 
CAC Draft DEIR Comments 
Project Impacts & Mitigation 
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Section 6.2.2 .1, How will mature historic trees and other historic 
features in the Fens bridge staging area be protected during construction. 


Section 6.3.1.2, sediment quality section, concerned about limited 
reference to animal fecal matter. This is the first reference to this. 


Section 6.4.1, second to last paragraph, need to include more strategies 
for discouraging geese, in addition to the strategy of planting vegetation. 
Planting will be done consistent with historic intent. Planting alone may 
not solve the geese problem. 


Section 6.4, include in bulleted list: stabilization of eroding island shores. 


Section 6.4.2.2 and 6.5.2.2, boiler plate language better suits down 
stream as opposed to upstream habitats. Character changes as you move 
upstream; regional accuracy required. 


Concerned about sequence of dredging and silt fences in terms of the 
impact on the river and fish. Clarify whether one sequence of dredging is 
better than another sequence. 


Section 6.4.2.2, Wildlife Resources, More detail on the rodent population. 


Section 6.4.2.3, explain impact on Grebes under endangered and 
threatened species section. Why are Grebes not an issue? Not residents 
here? 


Section 6.4.2.5, first paragraph, make reference to work that needs to be 
done on other two existing islands. 


Section 6.4.3.3, want more explanation about design and impact of new 
softball field, particularly on historic resources, pedestrian and traffic 
impacts. 


Section 6.5.1.3, fourth paragraph, 6-84, why only BWSC for the catch 
basin improvement program in Willow Pond? 


Typo: repetition of word “dredging” 


Section 7: Environmental Mitigation 


Section 7.0, p. 7-1, second sentence in second paragraph - need 
clarification on equal precedence. 


Section 7.2.6, who enforces work under Weekly Environmental Inspection 
Reports. 


Page 7-12, fourth bullet, number 3, re: water samples - three sources 
(field) are identified - where will the analysis of the other samples be 


done. 
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Section 9: Statutory and Regulatory Standards and Requirements 


Section 9.1.2, section 106, define what an undertaking is. It is a technical 
term (use info in earlier part of document). 


Section 9.1.2, this section should note that the Secretary of the Interior’s 
standards are the benchmarks against which effects are evaluated. 


Section 9.1.2, the Mass Historic Commission is the SHPO not “would 
function as.” 


P. 9-5, Delete last sentence in section 9.1.2 because it is not applicable. 


Section 9.2.1, in parentheses, correct spelling of man-made - not 
madmade! 


Section 9.2.1, second to last sentence in paragraph 2 regarding no 
historic elements at Charlesgate, contradicts earlier statements in Chapter 
6 regarding historic features at Charlesgate. 


Table 9-1, and all similar tables in Section 9, reference the column titled 
“no effect on historic resources column” under Section 106. The river 
restoration work will impact the park, which is an historic resource. 
Therefore, under Section 106 none of the construction activities can be 
considered to have “no effect on historic resources,” because it is obvious 
that construction will have an impact on the park. It is possible that the 
work may have “no adverse effect” but never “no effect.” Recommend 
putting n/a in the “no effect on historic resources” column. 


Prepared by Edward B. Cutler 
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Comments on Best Management Practices (Section 2.5) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


June 13, 2001 
General Comments: 


1. Secretary is looking for a pathway for protecting the resource of the 
Muddy River. CAC can help the Secretary convince the national 
government and other entities to fund this project. The Secretary is not 
interested in speed, but is interested in advice. 


2. Comment made that we need to step back and look at broader issues. 
3. Wherever eroded banks are referenced, include eroded paths. 


4, The DEIR needs to state clearly and accurately which practices are 
currently implemented and which are possible alternatives. 


5. Clarify that this section contains a laundry list and not recommendations. 
There should not be a differentiation between Best Management Practices 
and maintenance practices. 


6. BMPs seem to be focused on water quality and need to address the other 
stated project objectives as well. 


Detail Comments: 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, 2"? bullet needs to be more specific by adding “improve 
water quality in the Muddy River to a Class B level, thereby also contributing 
to the improvement of water quality in the Charles River.” 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, add another bullet before the 5 bullet - “contribute to 
fishing and recreational uses in the Muddy River.” 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84, change “The selected alternatives are further described 
in Section 5.7 (not 5.6)”. Check any other references in this section. 


Section 2.5, p. 2-84. “A goal of the project is to reduce sediment loads by 
another 30%.” The CAC was reluctant to set a higher goal, which would be 
desirable considering the effort and expense going into this project, and 
decided to request further information from the engineers to understand 
better the implications of asking for further reductions of sediment loads. 
Suggest making reference to the Emerald Necklace Master Plan and 
Olmsted’s original design. The CAC recommends further explanation of the 
actual physical changes needed to achieve the 30% and support for arriving 
at this figure. For example, what would the cost of each change be, and how 
much would it reduce sediment loads. 
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Section 2.5.1, Table 2-2 
General Comments - 
change bullet symbol (printing as “T”) to sequential numbers. 


want table to be more clear. In addition to city/town and proponent 
responsibilities, also include and identify practices that apply 
specifically to Muddy River area, either in another column or a 
separate table. See Street Sweeping below. 


Request analysis of what BMP’s are being implemented/not 
implemented, either in a narrative or separate chart. 


Detail Comments - 


Illegal Sanitary Connections Remediation Program - request more 
current data than 1990 reference to illegal connections. 


Residential Stormwater Monitoring Project - Recommendations should 
mention geese as well as dogs. 


Section 3.0 - Stormwater and Sanitary Sewer Systems - there should 
be an explanatory footnote about ‘NPDES’. 


Particle Separators (Private) - clarify that ft.2 = square ft. Adda 
description of how private parking compliance is maintained. 


Commercial Area Stormwater Monitoring Project - include summary of 
the findings from the final report. 


Street Sweeping - list of street sweeping activities is city-wide. Add 
detail on what street sweeping is now performed specifically in the 
project area. Currently street sweeping in the Fenway is resident- 
driven, and should be required and added to the recommendations. 


Management of Public Open Space Maintenance Practices — Clarify 
what actions will be taken about oil leaking from the former Brookline 
DPW site. . 


Section 2.5.2 General Comment - The issues of future maintenance, its 
funding, and management under multiple jurisdictions needs to be 
addressed. 


Section 2.5.2 p. 2-92 ‘Typical urban runoff - litter, animal waste (5% to 
25%)’. Change this from text to a bullet. 


Section 2.5.2 figure 2-40, Add this pie chart to the Executive Summary to 
emphasize that 85% of urban runoff is related to maintenance. Create a 
separate chart that shows just maintenance. 
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Section 2.5.2.1 Catchbasin Cleaning — Add funding source. 


Section 2.5.2.1 p. 2-95 Catchbasin Cleaning - CAC requests that the MDC 
define and break down their budget for all maintenance items. Now, 
maintenance budgets are kept only by Division (Charles River). 


Section 2.5.2.1 p. 2-95 Clarify definition of Pacheco law as it relates to MDC 
privatization issues. 


Section 2.5.2.4 p. 2-96 “Most of the illicit connections have already been 
identified.....” “Most” should be quantified. 


Section 2.5.2.5, p. 2-97, suggest increasing frequency and number of 
hazardous waste collection sites and recommend institutional parking lots 
adjacent to the parks for possible collection sites. 


Section 2.5.2.6, p. 2-97 (Lawn, Garden, and Park Maintenance) First and 
second bullets - why is MDC shown, and not proponents? Third bullet - 
question the accuracy of the statement about soil aeration being done in 
spring and fall. Add CAC recommendation that composting in Victory Gardens 
be moved up-land away from the river. Garbage should be removed in the 
fall. 


Section 2.5.2.6, p. 2-97, Trail Maintenance - what efforts are being made to 
discourage dirt bike trails? 


Section 2.5.2.7, p. 2-97 - typo in second last sentence, “very” should be 
“every” 


Section 2.5.2.7, p 2-98 “City of Boston has comprehensive street sweeping 
program”. What streets in the watershed are included? This should be more 
specific. 


Section 2.5.2.8, p. 2-99 last sentence, change “investigating alternative 
methods of pavement deicing” to “developing alternative methods of 
pavement deicing”. 


Section 2.5.2.9, p. 2-99 Stormwater Bylaws - explain why there needs to be 
a designated feeding area for geese and ducks and provide more specifics on 
by-laws, and who will provide enforcement of pooper scooper laws. 


Section 2.5.2.10, p. 2-99 Stormwater Guidelines......-- Clarify and quantify 
the proposed tax incentives. 


Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100 Restoration of Eroded Banks (fifth bullet), change 
“would provide a method", to “will provide a method”. 


Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100 Correcting MDC curb settings (sixth bullet), 
change “which should be incorporated”, to “which will be incorporated”. 
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Section 2.5.2.11, p. 2-100, Add bullet to keep oil runoff from streets out of 
the river in Boston and Brookline, including oil separators. 


Section 2.5.3, p. 2-101 Treatment Control Options - need to include 
maintenance details of evaluating various BMPs. 


Section 2.5.3, p 2-101, last paragraph - the scope of the Center for 
Watershed Protection Study should be broader. Village Brook study may be 
too specific. 


Section 2.5.3, p 2-103 (Treatment Control Options - In-line Sewer 
Treatment Devices). Section specifics on whose doing water quality testing 
and with what money. 


Section 2.5.4, p. 2-105 Summary of BMP Alternatives - Last sentence should 
be more specific. Add text “consistent with recommendations in Section 5”. 


Section 2.5.4.1, p. 2-106 Selected Source Control BMPs - 4 bullet “Maintain 
restored banks, pathways and uplands (BPRD and Brookline)’. Add “with 
particular care and attention to active recreation areas adjacent to water (i.e. 
Daisy Field)”. 


Section 2.6, p. 2-109, Screening of the Project Alternatives and Selection of 
the Recommended Plans - “It includes full bank to bank dredging....list,” add 
text “and restoration of historic structures, such as the Carlton Street 
Footbridge”. 


Prepared by Hugh Mattison 
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Comments on 
Best Management Practices for Stormwater Runoff (Section 5.7) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


| SS a 


G 


eneral Comments: 


Scthtia’———— 


I 


CAC is concerned about the ability of BPRD to commit to completing the 
BMPs based on assurances from other departments and the MDC. This is a 
weakness in the process and compromises the proponents’ authority and 
potential success of the project. 


_ The organization of the BMPs in the DEIR is scattered through different 


sections. There is no clear explanation of how they will work, when they 
will be implemented, what they will cost, and how they will be paid for. A 
chart detailing the problem, sources, jurisdiction, remediation, cost, 
funding sources, and dates for implementation would be useful. 


_ Instead of stating that owners “should”, the document should state it “is 


necessary” for owners Co..... Language needs to be strengthened. 
References should be made to sections that describe how these 
recommendations will be enforced. 


- Section 8 (Management and Maintenance) reflects the CAC’s desire for 


more specifics. 


_ There should be a commitment in the document from the City of Boston 


and Town of Brookline. For example, they will do what, with what 
budget. The DEIR presents recommendations from consultants, not 4 
commitment by proponents to follow these recommendations. If 
Brookline Town Meeting does not vote for budget, what is the remedy? 
How do the proponents plan to deal with this potential problem? 


_ Information about the anticipated costs of BMP’s for future years should 


be provided by the City of Boston and Town of Brookline. Both BMP 
capital improvements and BMP maintenance costs should be shown. See 
Section 8.11.3, page 8-40 for BMP cost chart (this chart is not adequate). 
Note - Bruce Conklin (CDM) commented that if the department has 
sufficient staff and resources, it was assumed that there will be no 
additional costs and therefore the costs were not broken down in DEIR. If 
departments did not have sufficient staff, equipment or maintenance, 
then the increased costs for these needed resources were identified in 
DEIR. CAC questioned this assumption. Was evidence provided by field 
observation, or merely by interview? There should be more information 
from the consultants as to whether sufficient resources exist. 


_ Scope/boundaries of project - will be further discussed under Funding 


Strategy (Section 10). How will eroded upland slopes located beyond the 
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project boundary be addressed? Note - Laura Rome commented that the 
Project “extends well beyond the banks of the river to include the 
historical landscape as well.” 


8. Public Education - The CAC would like to see descriptive boards and 
signage describing the project and types of equipment used in 
restoration. 


9. Would like to see a visual included, showing project boundaries with 
shaded and unshaded areas. 


10.Section 8, Management and Maintenance — How will park maintenance be 
insured and enforced in the future without citizen oversight? The CAC felt 
that its continued involvement or that of a similar body would be helpful. 


Detail Comments: 
Section 5.7.1, p. 5-57, Basin-wide Source Control BMPs: 
General Comment: How can this be enforced? 


1st bullet - water quality samples should be taken more frequently 
than annually and should be consistent with the frequency of sampling 
described in section 8. Samples should be taken consistently from the 
same sites to allow historical tracking. See Section 8 for relevant 
language. 


2™4 bullet - reword this section, strengthen language. Replace “should” 
with “is necessary” or “is recommended”. 


3™ bullet - Who is going to coordinate information for the amount of 
de-icing products and how will these be implemented and enforced? 


5 bullet p. 5-59 - how will trail maintenance to correct desire lines 
and prevent erosion be addressed beyond the boundaries of the 
project? 


Section 5.7.2 p. 5-59 Basin-wide Treatment Control BMPs - Discussion about 
pilot program and particle separators and questions to Bruce Conklin (CDM). 
Money is available for four additional particle separators if needed. Each 
separator costs $8-900,000. 


Section 5.7.3 p. 5-59 Charlesgate - Identify what, if any, current BMP’s 
exist in the Charlesgate area. 


Section 5.7.3, p. 5-59, last sentence - Add “repair”, along with street 
sweeping and catch basin cleaning. 
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Section 5.7.4.1, p. 5-60 Back Bay Fens, Source Control BMPs - first 
paragraph - “compost” should be changed to “yard waste/plant 
waste/garden waste”, and it should be removed more frequently. 


Section 5.7.4.1 - Victory Gardens is a private entity, which will need to 
enforce pesticide control. The Parks Department does have jurisdiction over 
the Garden Society. Fran Beatty noted they have discussion each year with 
the Victory Gardens. This is an important area for public education and 
should be coordinated with the Victory Gardens. 


Section 5.7.4.2, Table 5-7 - Victory Gardens dredging volumes (12,445) 
seem high. Bruce Conklin (CDM) is going check the levels referenced in the 
table. 


Section 5.7.7.2 p. 5-63 Willow Pond Treatment Control BMPs - is there any 
BMP related to the West Nile Virus in Willow Pond? Willow Pond was the 
center of the mosquito infestation in 2000. 


Section 5.7.8 p.5-64 Enforcement and Monitoring of BMPs - The CAC is 
concerned about MDC ability to maintain parkways and their need for funding 
(Parking Lot to address the need for MDC funding). John Burckhardt reports 
that Samantha Overton is prepared to implement catch basin improvements. 
(Source of funding was not specified. ) 


Section 5.7.8, p 5-64 — need to reword last sentence in first paragraph, their 
dogs instead of themselves. 


Section 5.7.8, first (litter control) and fourth (monitoring of BMPs) 
paragraphs - CAC would like to know what enforcement will be provided if 
BMP practices are not maintained. 


Section 5.7.8, third paragraph - suggest that the last sentence does not 
belong here, not “fail to provide budget...”. What steps are they taking to 
provide budget for operation and maintenance costs? 


Section 5.7.8, first bullet - clarify what “annually” means. Does the “annual” 


program include quarterly sampling? 


Prepared by Hugh Mattison 


#74464 


CAC Draft DEIR Comments 
Best Management Practices for Stormwater Runoff 


aid tive gi be sea 


ad he9n Siw rien: ibis 6 ti enoned ried hate is: 

Tev0 nothiibahut swae amob Ineainaaod we tedT Vong sbiniRgG BO 

riiWw sey ross Note syed Yer kotor viass nyt Wabod rah “ 
brie aolaayes ade OR Buys Inehoami ns vi vhtl anstree) yoda 

| AID Wisi sri Gh bwenibiens ad t 


" 
(ae. S2> asrmutey anipssants SPGeeD \roryiy -%-2 aldaT S68. .2 rien 
wit fi bao) oak  elsegt Sy2 Asad pring a (MAD) Hilden meng pA 


ar 

VRE Sor! @ - SUitovne? snemdaeyT tact woilly P 9 S5\4.8 nol 

act tsw bone wolhiw Sori} wealliw rv Sey SU) SeaW art! of batelay 
pons mm homein otvupeon edie ss 


™~ wy 


nt MA exiT - 2908 to eu yozicn “ BNE triveheg ain} 2.4 8.5.2 note 
er Oriul 10) pean vletiene averse “ent or ylides 


ar ' > 

yas JOM vote bernigam 

wat. tHE AOL .( gril) 2 isis! 4) best art? 25t OF Jol onl nel 
SNOVO VA FoF ee Pee brewriesdicy i Oa Fisgo irsava 6onernige 3 


L,eaitipage ton 2iw onibrif Ya-eoN 
Went? as OST69 Je? A! SoAeiinwe tow Vw Of Oaen.- b6-2 «4 O.¥ | 
.28Vioemsd lo besten aie 


i 
i 2 ima "A try rf ) Aewi) “|p bes? Oe (own a i ) -. ' 

i Babivow od iw Jaaraanaine TORN WON SP en bivoy S49 - « 
J2ONetiant foo a1 


JO 290 STSIe Fel are Jerks seers = geioeisa birt 4.0.2 
YOO) S18 SQes I60W "Jed eblveve of list” Jar 
"PROD Sor anedmaey fia gota. 0} Isphud ¢ 

“eunns” crit as00 .enumet “vileusdian” fen Wihold ~ solluc te19 2.8.2 Aone 
Sony nce visfieup sbulbri| MBL apt 


NOzIZEM nipuh yd base 


Comments on Management and Maintenance Plan (Section 8) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


June 4, 2001 


Management & Maintenance 


e Hugh Mattison made a presentation on park maintenance. Hugh also 
handed around photos and a manual on park maintenance. Hugh 
suggested that the CAC consider recommending Option 1 (from a slide) 
that the CAC continue role as ombudsperson, with escalation to Options 2 
and 3 if results of maintenance do not satisfy CAC. A printed version of 
the presentation was distributed to the CAC May 15, 2001. 


Slide from PowerPoint presentation by Hugh Mattison on park maintenance 
with the proposal (see below) that the CAC recommend option 1, with 
escalation to Options 2 or 3 if results of maintenance don’t satisfy CAC. 


Option Level of Complexity | Time to Implement 
1. CAC continues role as ombudsman 


3. Legislature creates new Emerald High Long 
Necklace authority 


e The CAC requested that the proponents find funds to enable the CAC to 
hire consultants to conduct an analysis of resources needed to maintain 
BMPs and other regular park maintenance activities, as outlined in Arlene 
Mattison’s memo. 


© Such a consultant is now being hired. Section 8 will need to be revised to 
incorporate the information provided in the consultant’s report. 


e Section 8.1, p 8-3, CAC should be included in list of groups for the 
Maintenance and Management Plan. 


* Section 8.1, p 8-3, number 5, identify the intended “park 
partners” and “private parties”? 


* General Comment: Not enough staff, funding and training for staff 
for maintenance of the park. 
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Bruce - The CAC has a role as part of the MEPA advisory process. 


Fran Gershwin noted that CAC could request modification of the 
Secretarial Certificate from CAC annual updates to quarterly updates with 
access and meetings with proponents. 


CAC suggested that they might want to have an independent 
advisory role for management and maintenance throughout the 
year, perhaps meeting quarterly, in addition to the MEPA annual 
review. This concept was triggered by the statement in Section 5.7.8, Pp. 
5-62, (Enforcement and Monitoring of BMPs), “in terms of source control 
BMPs, municipalities may allot large sums of money to design and 
construction costs, but fail to provide budget for operation and 
maintenance costs, which can range anywhere from 3% to 10% of the 
construction costs....the responsibility for enforcement and monitoring of 
BMPs rests on the project proponents.” (See Arlene Mattison’s memo of 
June 3, 2001) 


Betsy Shure Gross noted that it is up to the CAC to suggest how funding 
is tied to accountability. 


The CAC requested clarification about the authority of the 
Secretary of EOEA, specifically what recourse is available to the 
Secretary if the proponents do not fulfill their management and 
maintenance obligations? What are the repercussions? What or 
who is the accountable entity? Eileen Woodford commented that 
there were two levels of discussion. One level is about how the area is 
managed: who, what, how, cost, accountability, structure, and noted that 
the current practices are deficient. The other level is that management 
and maintenance practices by committee will not work. 


If the proponent does not fulfill its obligations, does the Secretary have 
the power to withhold money and use it to hire out a private contractor? 
Can monies due to the municipalities from the state Lottery be withheld to 
complete tasks not finished by the proponents? 


CAC may recommend a modification in MEPA process to ensure 
accountability. 


General Comment: Section 8 is missing connections between overall 
maintenance needs and how those goals will be achieved, including a 
sense of priorities. The section needs to explain more clearly the 
intended result, especially in reference to the desired character of the 


landscape. 


General Comment: Section 8 is too generic and will not maintain the 
character of Olmsted’s unique landscape. 
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e Inorder to maintain the park as Olmsted intended, it is necessary 
that maintenance workers be given specialized training specific to 
this landscape, including a skills development piece. 


e Eileen suggested exploration of two options: 1) centralized administration 
of the park e.g. an authority that has responsibility and accountability to 
oversee park maintenance and management 2) establishment of a trust. 


e Ed Burke suggested that the BMP section be put into one section. 


e CAC requested information about how other park models with 
multiple jurisdictions (eg Santa Monica, Blackstone, Harbor 
Islands) and other historic Olmsted parks (eg Central Park, 
Prospect Park) operate and are maintained. Specifically, how do 
they deal with park management and maintenance, jurisdiction, 
authority and enforcement issues? CAC would like to have this 
information to review within the next few weeks. 


e CAC agrees with Hugh’s recommendation for the Annual Maintenance 
Chart, defined in terms of historic landscapes rather than only a generic 
park. Hugh’s chart (see below) is not an exhaustive list and could include 
more maintenance tasks. Hugh’s memo provides more details. 
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. The CAC requested that Table 8-4 and Table 8.5 be modified 


based on actual field observations and information filled in for Hugh’s 
chart (Memo will be distributed separately). 


® Section 8.4.3, p 8-25 (Management of Invasive Vegetation) Use 
of pesticides should be reviewed and approved as a public process. 
(Suzanne Comtois) 
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Summary of Consensus Comments: 


The CAC reached consensus on the following comments: 


Ls 


Section 8: Section 8 is inadequate, in terms of accuracy as to current 
maintenance practices and in failing to indicate the management and 
maintenance practices needed to maintain the uniqueness of this park. 
There is a lack of connection between overall needs, methods to maintain 
the uniqueness of the Olmsted’s park as opposed to a regular park, and 
priorities for management and maintenance practices. Strong concern 
was expressed about a lack of information as to staff, funding, resources 
and adequate training for staff. 


_ Future Role of CAC: The CAC would like to explore the future role of the 


CAC with respect to overseeing park management and maintenance. In 
addition to the CAC playing an advisory role to the Secretary concerning 
the MEPA Annual Update, several options were discussed, such as 
meeting on a quarterly basis with the proponents. 


Accountability and Enforcement: The CAC would like clarification about 
the Secretary’s authority for enforcement of park management and 
maintenance on this project. 


_ Administration: CAC wants to explore two methods for oversight of park 


management and maintenance: multi-jurisdictional and a centralized 
authority. The CAC has requested that the proponents provide 
information on management models for other multi-jurisdictional parks as 
well as a few examples of other Olmsted Parks. 


Information - The CAC would like to see more specific information and 
figures for the management and maintenance and best management 
practices for the Emerald Necklace (as requested in the charts in Hugh's 
memo and Freddie’s BMP memos). 


Prepared by Hugh Mattison 
6/13/01 


#74465 
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Comments on Funding (Section 10) 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


June 25, 2001 
Some General Comments: 


e This section should clearly reflect how much funding can realistically be 
secured from various funding sources, so the municipalities can realize the 
level of their required contributions. 


e This whole section needs more work 


e The section does not address capital funding issues as well as maintenance 
funding issues. 


The CAC is very concerned that the proponents will create a segmented project 
by moving the fast-track portion of the project forward, without having received 
information on the funding for other sections. The proponents need to clarify all 
funding issues before moving forward with the first sections of the project. 


DEIR needs to include the proponents’ plan for how all necessary funding (both 
capital and maintenance) can be achieved. 


Section should clearly identify which funding sources are actively being pursued 
by the proponents. 


Capital and maintenance funding issues should be divided and covered in 
separate sub-sections. Maintenance needs funding source table like Table 10.2. 


In identifying funds available from various sources, proponents should identify 
overhead or administrative costs included in grant money to be sure that the 
entire project cost is covered. 


The proponents should list themselves as a funding source, particularly for the 
capital portion of the project. The City and Towns will lose credibility when they 
ask for money from the private sector, if they do not contribute financially. 


The proponents need to strengthen the public/private partnership model: 


e The final paragraph of Section 10.2, as written, and Section 10.10 limit 
partnerships to connections between institutions and the Boston Parks and 
Recreation Department. Both sections should include additional institutions 
and also include other organizations such as private developers, 
neighborhood and environmental groups. 


e These sections should address the authority that the Town of Brookline may 
have to form public/private partnerships as well. 


e Furthermore, partnerships with institutions and private entities should also 
be pursued for collection of funds for the capital project as well as the 
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creation of a maintenance endowment. The proponents should establish a 
list of institutions that may donate to the capital fund, and encourage 
formalized relationships with these institutions. 


e Proponent should provide clear expectations for funding needs (capital vs. 
maintenance) from educational, cultural, medical and private development 
institutions. 


e All public/private partnerships relating to maintenance should be 
memorialized with formal written agreements, rather than relying upon the 
good will of the private group. 


Section 10.4.3, should be deleted or reworded to read “There is unlikely to be 
additional funding, unless another significant rain event occurs...” 


On Section 10.8: 


e The proponents need to develop and implement a legislative strategy to 
cover funding for the capital project and a management approach, similar to 
that proposed on the Federal, congressional level. This should be addressed 
in the document. 


e The proponents should seek out all potential options for state legislation to 
cover any funding gaps in the capital costs of the project. The proponents 
need to be creative; if there is a revenue stream (such as a tax increment 
finance mechanism) to pay back the bonds, then it may easier to put 
together support for general obligation bonds. 


Section 10.9, addresses funding for BMPs but does not address funding for 
general maintenance and monitoring. Funding for a comprehensive 
maintenance plan should be a part of this section. 


Section 10.10, Emerald Necklace Conservancy is mentioned, but their role is not 
articulated. The proponents should clarify this. | 


In Table 10-2: 
e The second listing of City of Boston should be Brookline. 


e There needs to be a reality check to determine the proportion or percentage 
of funds that are available from each source. 


e Arrange Table 10-2 into tiers that subdivide funding sources by level of 
contribution. 


e Some CAC members question the accuracy of amounts that could be 
awarded. 


#74466 Prepared by George Proakis, Marian 
Sabal, Fran Gershwin 
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Comments on Parking Lot Issues 
Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


As of June 13, 2001 


May 5, 2001 Meeting 


P. 2-97, 2.5.2.6 First part of section is inaccurate, should include 
responsibilities of all proponents and other responsible parties, in the form 
of list/chart. Within actions, “should” vs. “is” needs to be clarified. All 
proponents and responsible parties should be held to equal standard in 
regards to maintenance and management. Parking Lot: revisit in BMP’s 
discussion. 


Parking Lot: Discuss MDC Issues at June 13 Meeting on Miscellaneous 
topic. Request a rep from MDC to provide information on accountability of 
MDC at June 13 Meeting. 


May 7, 2001 


5.1 on p. 5-2, “installation of new park benches and trash cans.” “Virtual” 
Parking Lot. 


The proponent should work with CAC to come up with a process that 
involves MDC and other appropriate agencies or entities (move to parking 
lot). 


May 16, 2001 


Parking Lot: Recommend process be put in place for site inspection and 
checking of vegetation prior to transfer from contractor to municipalities 
to ensure the vegetation is in good shape when the contract Is done. 


Section 6.4.1, second to last paragraph, need to include more strategies 
for discouraging geese, in addition to the strategy of planting vegetation. 
Planting will be done consistent with historic intent. Planting alone may 
not solve the geese problem. Parking Lot:: May need protective fencing 
until vegetation is established. 


May 21, 2001 


Section 2.5.2.1, last paragraph, inaccurate explanation of law. Need to 
revise. Recommendations need to be included in Parking Lot. 


General Comment, need to raise issues of future maintenance and 
funding under multiple jurisdictions, Parking Lot. 
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Page 2 


May 30, 2001 


© Parking Lot: Public Education - CAC would like to see descriptive boards 
and signage describing the project and types of equipment used in 
restoration. 


e Section 5.7.4.1 - Victory Gardens are a private entity who will need to 
enforce pesticide control. The Parks Department does have jurisdiction 
over the Garden Society. Fran noted they have discussion each year with 
the Victory Gardens. Public education should be coordination with the 
Victory Gardens (Parking Lot). 


e CAC is concerned about MDC’s ability to maintain parkways and their 
need for funding (Parking Lot to address the need for MDC funding). 


June 13, 2001 


e Parking Lot, CAC has concern re. accountability, especially during 
construction management. 


#74457 


CAC Draft DEIR Comments 
Parking Lot Issues 
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MEMORANDUM 
DATE: August 21, 2001 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


4 
FROM: PRobn F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Restoration 


RE: Project Update 


We are about at the midpoint between our last CAC Meeting (July 18, 2001) and the 
startup of the fall meetings in September. As such, J thought an update on the project 
status was in order. The topics are: 


CAC Comment Letter 

Comment letter received from George Haggerty of the CAC 
Updated CAC List 

Park Management & Maintenance Update 

Site Walk with Tim Marshall (August 4, 2001) 

Fall Meeting Topics 

DEIR Preparation 

Charlesgate Design 


ae: Sp Boal oe be a ae ae 


a3 CAC Comment Letter 


This letter summarizes the CAC’s review of the “pre-filing” Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR), which occurred over 12 meetings held weekly between April 23, 2001] and July 18, 2001. 
The letter was compiled by Fran Gershwin and Richard Heath of the CAC. Copies of this letter 
will be distributed under separate cover. , 


The letter includes the various comments made by the CAC in these meetings and includes a 
cover letter emphasizing the major points. The letter is addressed to the project proponents, the 
Boston Parks and Recreation Department and the Town of Brookline. 


2. Park Management & Maintenance Update 
George Haggerty has asked that I distribute his comment letter (attached). 


<s Updated CAC List 
Kelly Brilliant, new Executive Director of the Fenway Alliance, will replace Paul Mentag on the 
CAC. An updated CAC List is attached. 


4. Park Management & Maintenance Update 


In response to the CAC’s comments and concerns, Tim Marshall of ETM Associates, LLC, has 
been retained to develop a park maintenance plan for the Emerald Necklace contiguous to the 
Muddy River (Wards Pond to Charlesgate). Tim was introduced to the CAC at the July 18, 2001 
meeting. 


H:\Muddy\Correspondence\20010821 memo CAC project update Page 1 


On Saturday, August 4th, Tim walked the project area with members of the CAC. See discussion 
below. Tim also met with maintenance and management staff from Brookline and Boston on 
August 3rd. Tim will be meeting with MDC staff on August 23rd. 


Currently, the parks from Wards Pond through Charlesgate fall under three jurisdictions: Boston, 
Brookline and the MDC. In response to the CAC’s comments that alternative management 
models be considered, the firm of Brown and Rowe has been tasked with developing a summary 
of the existing management models in other park systems that may be applicable to Boston’s 
Emerald Necklace. The firm will make queries of other park systems that have multiple 
jurisdictions and/or active public/private partnerships. After a review and screening process, the 
DEIR will include possible alternative management models that could feasibly be implemented 
for the Muddy River parks. 


At this time, we anticipate having both consultants present their findings and draft 
recommendations to the CAC in September. 


Tey, Site Walk with Tim Marshall (August 4,.2001) 
The walk began at the parking area on the Brookline side of Leverett Pond on a rainy Saturday 
morning. Walking past Willow and Wards Ponds on the Brookline side, the walk continued north 
on the Boston side past Leverett Pond and on to the Riverway and the Back Bay Fens, ending in 
the Charlesgate area. Seven members of the CAC attended and discussed with Tim their issues 
and concerns regarding maintenance practices. A summary of the walk will be distributed to 
CAC members in a future mailing. 


6. Fall Meeting Topics 
Schedule is subject to change: 


raft Findings and Recommendations Regarding Management 
& Maintenance 
-CAC’s questions for EOEA/MEPA 


October -Approach to Review of “filing” DEIR 
-Charlesgate Final Design 


September 


October/ 
November 


Review of “filing” DEIR 


October/ 


November Public Meeting(s) on DEIR 


Fall or early winter; Public Meeting regarding Charlesgate construction 


Look for a meeting announcement in early September. 
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f DEIR Preparation 


CDM has begun incorporating the CAC’s comments into a revised DEIR for filing. The last 
element to add with be the revised material regarding management and maintenance. Presently, 
the proponents anticipate filing the DEIR this fall. 


8. Charlesgate Design 


CDM is preparing the construction drawings and specifications for the Charlesgate dredging 
contract. The proponents reviewed a 75% submittal in July. 


The work is funded with a grant from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and 
matched with funds from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management (DEM) 
and the Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC). Time is running out on the grant, 
however, as FEMA has informed us that the construction work must be completed by the end of 
2002. 


At the present time, we anticipated completing design this fall. The permitting will begin this 
fall; however, the permits will not be issued until after the Certificate on the DEIR is received. 
Construction would occur during 2002. 


In order to inform the public about the expected impacts and duration of construction, the 
proponents with the MDC will sponsor a public meeting on this topic. The goal will be to reach 
residents of the Charlesgate area, especially those who have not been following the project’s 
progress. J would ask the CAC member if you know of individuals and/or organizations in 
the Charlesgate area, please forward the names and addresses to me. 


Comments and Questions 
As always, the CAC should address any comments and questions on the project to me as follows: 


John F. Burckardt 

Project Manager, Muddy River Restoration Project 
c/o Boston Parks and Recreation Department 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue 

Boston, MA 02118 

(617) 635-4505 x6517 


jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 


Attachments 


- Comment Letter from George Haggerty 
- Updated CAC List 
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E-Mail Message 


From: George Hagerty [georgehagerty@msn.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 12, 2001 9:55 PM 

To: JBURCKARDT @ci.boston.ma.us 

John, 


| will be out of the country on behalf of the MFA from August 13 to September 11, 
2001. 


Please distribute the enclosed to the committee members and copy Betsy and 
Bruce and anyone else you think appropriate on the committee/consultant teams. 
The letter represents some thoughts and concerns | have had as we await the 
completed DEIR in the fall. 


Many thanks, 
George 


Get more from the Web. FREE MSN Explorer download : 
<http://explorer.msn.com> 


a 


Open CAC letter.doc 


GEORGE HAGERTY 
FENWAY STUDIOS 
A National Historic Landmark 
c/o 646 Central Street Stoughton, MA 02072 
Studio: 617-247-3508 /Home: 781-344-9564 /Fax: 781-341-8808 


Emerald Necklace/Muddy River Citizens Advisory Committee 
C/o Mr. John Burckardt, Project Manager 

Muddy River Restoration Project 

Boston Parks Department 

1010 Massachusetts Avenue 

Boston, MA 02118 


July 21, 2001 


Dear Members: 


In response to repeated CAC discussions about the differences between “curb-to-curb” and 
“bank-to-bank” historic resource rehabilitation for the Emerald Necklace, I would like to offer 
the following comments. 


As indicated in the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Certificate, Emerald Necklace 


Environmental Improvements Master Plan and Phase I Muddy River Flood Control, Water 
Quality and Habitat Enhancement (emphasis mine), Secretary Durand clearly states that “the 
purpose of the project is to ensure the continued restoration of Olmsted’s Emerald Necklace in 


its entirety.” 


However, the Secretary goes on to say (all emphasis mine): 

“This Certificate does not require the EIR to analyze the impacts of certain projects 
identified in the Master Plan attached to the ENF (for example dredging in ponds above 
the Muddy River), as the proponent does not intend to move ahead with this work in the 
near-term, and background conditions may change significantly before that work is ready 
to proceed. 

Although I am sensitive to the concerns about and appearance of segmentation of the 
project, the pieces of work hereby excluded form the EIR are discrete projects that may 
proceed independently of the main body of work, or not at all. 

Further, I expect that the procedures developed during the review, permitting, and 
implementation of the EIR project will inform and likely simplify the review of those 
later projects.” : 


For this committee member, it is clear that the Secretary has the interest and betterment of the 


entire Emerald Necklace at heart, all the while acknowledging and understanding the definitive 
scope of the flooding and water quality aspects of this, the current Phase I project. 


Under the heading Historic Resources and Landscape Restoration he states (all emphasis mine): 


“The ENF proposes an ambitious, long-term plan to restore the historic designed park 
landscape, following completion of the flood control portion of the project. 

“The EIR should describe the landscape restoration project in greater detail, including 
the proposed sequence of restoration projects and plans that demonstrate at least a 
conceptual level development. 

“] anticipate that this portion of the EIR will consist of the “Emerald Necklace Master 
Plan...” 


It is widely acknowledged that the 1989/1999 Master Plan prepared by Walmsley/Pressley will 
serve as “the continuum” for the rehabilitation, preservation and care of the Emerald Necklace 
parks. This document will provide the envelope in which future “bank-to-bank” and or “curb-to- 
curb” work would take place. 


While appreciating the many individuals, both CAC and public-at-large, who have dedicated 
substantial amounts of time towards the care, preservation and the now hoped for rehabilitation 
of this resource, this committee member is frustrated and concerned with the repeated and 
dogged approach taken towards viewing the limits of these suggested Phase I improvements. 


As referenced under the Stormwater/Water Quality Improvements, Phragmites, and Maintenance 
headings of the Certificate, Secretary Durand expects “the EIR to include a comprehensive 


maintenance management plan to be implemented by Boston and Brookline throughout the 
watershed of the Muddy River to ensure continuing effectiveness of any stormwater or water 
quality improvement measures and prevent new siltation, and it should specifically identify 
funding sources for ongoing, long-term implementation of the maintenance plan.” 


Accordingly, I wholeheartedly concur with, and support, the proponents hiring of sub- 
consultants Tim Marshall and Clarissa Rowe at the CAC’s request, to draft such a maintenance 
and management plan for the DEIR. I, along with you, eagerly await their findings and report(s). 


However, I steadfastly remain unconvinced, unable and unwilling to hobble the existing 
flooding/water quality project with attendant, associated and or unnecessary additions to the 
scope of work as described in the preliminary DEIR. Having more than doubled in size from 
over $43 million to over $91million through the course of technical analysis and engineering (as 
yet only 30% designed!), this capital project portends to be the largest parks improvement project 
in the Northeast. I am deeply troubled that the ongoing debate will substantially alter the scope 
of this project, rendering it impossible to fund and complete. It is my understanding that the 
Secretary cannot initiate or force a proponent to undertake or fund a specific project, rather he 
reviews, comments upon and oversees the implementation of projects when proposed by others. 
If the CAC persists in increasing the scale and scope of the proposed project, it may become 
unaffordable by the proponents, associated grantors and hence withdrawn or permanently 
delayed. 


It is therefore my understanding and agreement with the Secretary's Certificate that the Phase I 
project be allowed to move forward and through the development of the Phase I DIER/EIR, 
significant issues be raised that will inform and guide future phases. To mediate the repeated 
and overarching concerns of CAC members, it may behoove us to consider the ENF’s suggestion 


of a Master Plan CAC to do this work. We may want to ask the Secretary why this format was 
not followed, and indicate frustration with limiting our current purview and discourse strictly to 


Phase I issues. 


Please understand that this letter in no way seeks to discount the comments or testimony of 
fellow CAC members and or the public-at-large. Rather, it is one member’s attempt to navigate 
the system of checks and balances initiated by the Secretary and to discharge his duty 
appropriately. I am mindful of, and share in your disgust for the degraded state of the Muddy 
River and feel lucky to have encountered and learned from the passion, commitment and hope so 
many of you bring to the table. 


’ As one who has lived hard by the side of the Muddy river at Charlesgate for fifteen years, I wish 
very strongly to see this project advance and most importantly to see the goodwill, good efforts 
and good practices that it will generate spur the proponents, as well as others, to commence 
subsequent phases and to finally restore this abused gem in Olmsted’s legacy. For this reader, 
nothing in CDM’s report to date leads me to believe that they will desecrate, destroy or 
otherwise disrespect the historic nature of these parks without appropriate remedy. While 
understanding the proponents past lack of management, I would respectfully ask the members to 
realize that they have indeed come together to initiate this project, have made significant 
progress on improving conditions, and that the CAC, as well as the Secretary, needs to work 
with, not against these current stewards. 


As mentioned in many comments, both oral and written, I have consistently supported Richard 
Heath’s thesis and method of analysis that a separate Emerald Necklace Authority be created. 
However, I feel it is not in the best interests of the CAC, or the public-at-large, to penalize the 
current stewards now, for their past representatives’ poor management of the resource. Rather, I 
would very much like to see this project and others, as overseen by the Secretary, establish the 
long-term concerns and methods of approach to proper stewardship for the future. 


I would propose, during a five-year interregnum (approximately during completion of Phase I) 
that a thorough review of the annual (or quarterly) updates be taken and, at the end of that time, 
the decision to establish such an authority be made by the public and their elected 
representatives. In the interim and perhaps building on the ETM and Rowe reports, the CAC 
should use this period to investigate, review and establish a method for implementing, staffing 
and funding such a body. The ongoing work of such study, and the completed work products 
therein would do much to remind the proponents of the CAC’s and publics ongoing concern for 
these resources. 


Finally, and without entering into great detail, suffice to say that this committee member has 
directly suffered under the abuses of such an independent authority. Without great care in the 
proper establishment of adequate checks and balances (sufficient board size, appropriate 
representation, public review, standard accounting procedures), these authorities can, have and 
will stretch the limits of representative democracy and should not be employed out of frustration 
or even, as a last resort. 


In closing, realizing that I had left out a not insignificant fact from my brief introduction to you 
all so many months ago, it should be known that my great grandfather, William P. Long, was the 
Park Commissioner of Boston during the 1930’s and 40’s and from the photographs shown us by 
Marion Pressley, albeit in a mature phase of establishment, the parks under his stewardship were 
certainly cared for in a manner requisite with that of a future national historic park system. This 
is the legacy and pride of stewardship I seek to reestablish, one project at a time. 


Respectfully submitted, 
George Hagerty 


CC: Betsy Shure Gross, EOEA 
Bruce Conklin, CDM 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: September 25, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Rehabilitation 
RE: Meeting Notice, Other Information 


Wednesday, October 3, 2001 


Maureen and Richard J. Egan Engineering 
/Science Research Center 


Raytheon Amphitheater -- Room 240 
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


vere ere See Map on Back! ~ ~ ~ ~:~ ~ 


Agenda Topic: --Project Update 
--Discussion with Laura Rome, MEPA Office 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:00 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 


Northeastern University, Egan Engineering /Science Research Center 
Raytheon Amphitheater — Room 240 


Wednesday, October 3, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:00p.m 


Agenda 


I. Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, PE, Project Manager 


Il. Project Update | 6:15 — 6:30 
John Burckardt, PE, Project Manager 


III. Conversation with Laura Rome, MEPA Office 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


6:30 — 8:00 


H:\Muddy\CAC Meetings\CAC-29 Oct 3 2001\CAC_Agenda_Oct_3_2001.doc 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — October 3, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Attendance 
See Attachment 1 


Project Update 
John Burckardt, PE, Project Manager 


e John Burckardt presented a status report on Tim Marshall's 
consulting work. 


e Margaret Dyson replaces Fran Beatty. Margaret, a former CAC 
member and President of Historic Massachusetts, Inc., is 
knowledgeable on Parks issues and up to speed on the project. 


Tim Marshall’s work: 
e Tim Marshall had a site walk on August 4", 7-8 people from the 
CAC assessed the current situation and the work that needs to be 
accomplished. Tim has worked out jurisdiction issues with colored 
maps to show areas. 


Staffing: | 

e What is the level of maintenance needed, the workload gap and 
how we will get there? What is the standard for the Emerald 
Necklace? | 

e John noted that the goal is to keep the park well maintained. Tim 
does not have enough data but in 3 weeks he will have a draft 
ready and will get the information out to members beforehand. 

e Clarissa Rowe is talking to the Park Systems, reviewing preliminary 
findings and will work toward a meeting in a few weeks. 

e CAC input into consultants reports: Tim needs to verify numbers 
for the early draft and then CAC members will have a chance to 
review his report. Tim will have a sense of the existing workload 
and existing level of management. Arlene Mattison asked for 
contact with Tim on Hugh Mattison’s behalf. 


DEIR | 

e Revisions are being made, and drafts of the reports will be checked 
against CAC comments. The time frame is looking more like November. 

e Discussions with regulatory agencies are needed and still in process. 


Charlegate 
e Once the EIR is in and accepted, work will proceed with Charlesgate as 
an early project. 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
October 3, 2001 


e ACAC member asked if there would be early action on Charlesgate by 
the spring of next year? Work can be expected by late spring or summer. 
John noted that conditions from the DEIR certificate and from the permits 
would have to be incorporated into documents before accepting the bids. 
FEMA, which is providing funds for Charlesgate, has stated that 
Charlesgate must be substantially done by the end of the calendar year 
2002. 

e Federal funds with the Army Corps of Engineers for flood control and 
environmental improvements will be sought for the remainder of the 
project. 

e Meetings every month with the Army Corps are being held to move the 
process along. In December, the draft of a decision document will outline 
how much and what kind of funding the Corps can contribute to the 
project, based on the Corps’ mandates for flood control and environmental 
and habitat improvements.. 


CAC Replacements: 

Will Historic Massachusetts, Inc make a suggestion for a replacement on the 
CAC for Margaret Dyson? John noted that there is an opportunity for 
replacement. Laura will verify that the HMI seat is for the organization. If so, the 
organization can designate a new representative on the CAC. 


Funding: A CAC member asked if formal steps being taken by the proponents 
for a plan to fund the project? John reported that local funding to supplement the 
Corps’ funds will include contributions from the state and municipalities, and an 
acceptable formula is being worked on now. The amount for the Army Corps is 
not yet known, but by using a range of possible Corps amounts, the non-federal 
amounts can be estimated. The details are still being worked out. 


Attachments: 
Attachment 1: sign-in sheet. 
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| Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


/Meeting 
October 3, 2001 


Name 


Athhiation 


Sign-In Sheet 


Stenature 


Attachment 1 


Kathy Baskin Charles River Watershed Association | 
Charlies Alan Birnbaum Nationa! Park Service 
Kelly Brilliant Fenway Alliance 
- Edward Burke Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalitio 
|sabella M. Callanan Friends of the Muddy River 
Fenway Community 
Suzanne Comtols Development Corp 
Christine Cooper Jamaica Pond Project 
Edward Cutler Brookline Resident 
Margaret Dyson Historic Massachusetts 
Frances Allou Gershwin Mahoney Hawkes LLP 
Alan Goodman The Abbey Group 
/b0orge Hagerty Fenway Studios, Inc. 
June Hatfield Boston GreenSpace Alliance 
Richard Heath 
Gary R. Hilderbrand Reed Hilderbrand Associates, Inc. 
/ 
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merald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


eeting Sign-In Sheet 
Ictober 3, 2001 


Atilation Signature 


Namic 


Kahn Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 


Kemp Fenway Resident 
Leahy Northeastern MPA Student 
Levee National Assn. For Oimsted Parks 


Areine Mattison Emerald Necklace Conservancy Al. (Lakttans 


: Hugh Mattison Friends of Leverett Pond 
| -auren Meier 
Jane Pfister Brookline Resident 
George Proakis Boston Resident 
Marion Sabal Fenway Garden Society 
Joyce Starner Symphony United Neighbors 
Si . 
Fredericka Veikley Fenway Civic Association 
Eileen Woodford Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting Sign-In Sheet 
October 3, 2001 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 24, 2001 

TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Rehabilitation 
RE: Meeting Notice 


a eh cn ett — enn 


Please Note Location! 


Monday, October 29, 2001 


Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


fei iS ~~  See..Map on Back! ~O~.-c FFT F 


Agenda Topics: Update on Management & Maintenance 
Discussion of Draft Maintenance Plan (Tim Marshall) 


Overview of Park Management (Clarissa Rowe) 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 


8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 
Se eee eee ee 


LE 


Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 
Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 
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From The Fenway (walking): 


The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 


(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
right) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#3 8) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Parking Garage: 


Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 
Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway. 


41— Faculty Club 
96 The Fenway 


—j Columbus Ave. Lot -- 


MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 10, 2001 

TO: Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
FROM: John Burckardt, Project Manager 


RE: Meeting Announcement 


Monday, October 29, 2001 


Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 
_ Northeastern University Faculty Center 


ei ais —~ See “VMap~on* Back! ~~ wr 


Agenda Topics: --Update on Park Maintenance Plan 
(Tim Marshall, ETM Associates, LLC) 
--Update on Review of Park Management Models 
(Clarissa Rowe, Brown and Rowe Associates, Inc.) 


This meeting will be the follow-up to the July 18, 2001 meeting and August 4, 2001 site 
walk with Tim Marshall. Tim will present a draft of his analysis of the existing park 
maintenance effort and his proposed level of effort needed to maintain the Muddy River 
parks upon completion of the Muddy River Restoration Project. Clarissa Rowe will 


present findings regarding possible management models for the Muddy River parks. 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (617-635-4505 x6517) or 
email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 
Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


Forsyth Path 


~- Faculty Club 
96 The Fenway 


Northeastern U. — 
Green Line Station 


Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
‘a — Available 
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From The Fenway (walkin 
The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platform. 
Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 
Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 


(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
right) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Parking Garage: 


Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 
Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway 


fp clei Ra 
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Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 
Kerr Hall 


Monday, October 29, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


as Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 6:00 - 6:15 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Assistant Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


» Welcome — Margaret Dyson, who is replacing Fran Beatty 
= Welcome — Arthur Pugsley, who is replacing Laura Rome 
= Welcome — Kelly Brilliant, who is replacing Paul Mentag 

« Resignation from CAC — Richard Heath and Jane Pfister 


I. Discussion of Consultants work on Maintenance and Management 6:15-7:15 


* Tim Marshall — Park Maintenance Plan 
= Clarissa Rowe — Review of Park Management Models 
= Follow-up Meeting ? 


Ill. Discussion ef Review Precess for DEIR . - %15 — 8:15 


IV. Process Issues/Organization 8:15 — 8:45 


" MODR’s Role 

= Participant Evaluations of MODR Facilitation 
« CAC Correspondence 

« Brookline Project Impact (Isabella) 
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File CAC Notes4 


Under the heading of Best Management Practices we recommend that the Town of 
Brookline make a commitment to a different future for the "industrial island" near 
Route 9. The Engineers referred to the problem of runoff and contamination from 
the industrial uses in this strip in the Best Management Practices presentation. The 
industrial zoning was the work of the Brookline Redevelopment Authority in the 
70's. On three occasions Brookline Town Meeting has voted to downzone the area 
to general business but not by the 2/3 vote necessary for a zoning change. 


This problem at the Route 9 end of the Riverway is analogous to Boston's problem 
with the Sears Roebuck parking lot at the other end of the Riverway. Brookline 
should follow Boston's example in seeking a new solution for the problem. Although 
the industrial island was not part of the park we know that Olmsted wanted to 
include it. As it stands it is an environmental and visual blight on the Emerald 
Necklace. 
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October 23, 2001 


TO: Joseph Geller, Brookline Board of Selectmen 


FROM: Isabella Callanan, Friends of the Muddy River 


Attached is one of my comments on the draft EIR for the Muddy River restoration. 
This issue is not new to the community. It has been brought up in the form ofa 
downzoning warrant article three times at town meeting. I brought it up in one of 
the preliminary Planning meetiings several months ago but it was not reiterated in 


the Planning Departmemt summaries. 


I am writing to you as Chair of the Board of Selectmen, President of the 
Conservacy, and Chair of the Comprehensive Plan Committee. We, the Friends of 
the Muddy River would like it, or this concept introduced as part of the 


Comprehensive Plan. 


I would much appreciate your comments and advice. 


Isabella Callanan 
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Town of Brookline 


Massachusetts 


Department of Planning and 
Community Development 


Town Hall, 2nd Floor 
333 Washington Street 
Brookline, MA 02445-6899 
617) 730-2130 Fax (617) 730-2442 
Bob_Duffy@town.brookline.ma.us 


Robert J. Duffy, AICP 


Director 
October 25, 2001 


Isabella Callanan 
22 Bowker Street 
Brookline, MA 02445 : 


RE: Comprehensive Plan’s Recommendations for “Industrial Island” at Route 9 and Muddy River 
Dear Isabella: 


Thank you for your letter dated October 23, 2001 to Selectman Joseph Geller regarding your comments on the 
EIR for the Muddy River restoration and the Town’s Comprehensive Plan that pertain to the “industrial island” 
located at the intersection of Route 9, Brookline Avenue and the Riverway. 


Your comments will appear as part of the Comprehensive Plan’s summary report on the recent Brookline 
Village neighborhood forum which is now being completed by the Department of Planning and Community 
Development. I will forward a copy for your review and consideration. 


During the initial Issues and Opportunities phase of the Comprehensive Plan, the important interrelationships 
between the Emerald Necklace, Muddy River and Route 9 corridor have been discussed, particularly the 
importance of storm water management and short and long term land use and zoning strategies. As we move 
into the next phase of the comprehensive planning process, alternative strategies will be considered to address 
the visual and environmental quality of this critical segment of the Emerald Necklace which also serves as a 
gateway to Brookline. 


Once again, thank you for your comments. I look forward to continuing to work with you and the Friends of 
the Muddy River as we prepare a Comprehensive Plan for our community’s future. 


Sincerely, 


Robert IDuf AICP, Director of Planning 
¢ And Community Development 
oe fs Selectman Joseph Geller 
Friends of the Muddy River 
Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
Comprehensive Plan Committee 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
Discussion with Laura Rome, MEPA Office 
October 3, 2001 


PROJECT AREA 


The site boundaries for the entire Emerald Necklace run from curb-to-curb from 
Charlesgate to Franklin Park plus the MDC parkways. This is the project for which the 
Secretary established the CAC. 


The portion of the project currently undergoing MEPA review is Phase 1 of that larger 
project and runs Charlesgate to Jamaica Pond and includes 

(1) the river itself, 

(2) any place along the river, between the river and the parkways, that is disturbed 
by the project, and 

(3) any aspect of the parkways that has an impact on the river. 


ROLE AND LIFESPAN OF CAC 


The CAC’s role is to advise the Secretary on the adequacy of the EIR. The CAC will 
review the analysis of environmental impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures as 
they are proposed in the EIR, and as was required by the Secretary in his scope for the 
EIR. 


Up to now, the CAC has been engaged primarily in helping the proponent to develop a 
better — more thorough and responsive -- EIR. But, with the submittal to the Secretary of 
the official DEIR, the CAC will shift gears and focus on preparing advice for the 
Secretary. That advice should be presented in a comment letter to the Secretary, which 
would be filed with the MEPA Office during the comment period on the DEIR. 


The Secretary expects that, at a minimum, the CAC will continue in its role until after the 
proponent files the final review document called for in the special review procedure. In 
this case, that final review document would be the last annual update for the project. 
After the review of that annual update, the CAC may consult with the Secretary and the 
proponent to determine whether it will have any role in future actions on the project. 


MAINTENANCE 


In the scope for the EIR, the Secretary specifically called out the issue of maintenance as 
a key element of the project’s MEPA review. As he said in his Certificate, the state and 
others have invested a substantial sum of money in the project area and have made 
commitments to continue to do so in the future. To ensure that that money will have been 
well spent, it is essential that a plan for maintaining the project area is discussed at the 
earliest possible stage in the project’s development. 


Once the elements of the maintenance plan have been determined, they will be codified 
in both the project’s Section 61 Findings (which MEPA requires state agencies to file 
when they act on a project) and the conditions on the state permits. The state permitting 
agencies (in this case, the Department of Environmental Protection) then would be 
responsible for ensuring that the permitting conditions are met. The Attorney General’s 
office would be responsible for ensuring compliance with the Section 61 Findings. 


Reporting on the status of the implementation of mitigation measures should occur in the 
annual updates, which are required under the Special Review Procedure. The DEIR must 
include a proposed scope for the first annual update. I encourage the CAC to review that 
proposal carefully to ensure that the updates will include information that the CAC will 
need to monitor the proponent’s compliance. 


SUPPORT FOR THE CAC 


As the CAC has been learning about the project and then reviewing the pre-filing draft of 
the EIR, it has been working closely with the proponent and its consultants. As its moves 
more completely into its role as advisor to the Secretary, it has expressed a preference for 
adding some distance between itself and the proponent team. Toward that end, the 
Massachusetts Office of Dispute Resolution, which has been providing facilitation and 
other support throughout the review process, may increase its level of involvement, 
especially in the substantive review of the project. However, the proponent and its 
consultants would continue to provide logistical and administrative support as necessary 
(and as required under the MEPA regulations). 


Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 


Summary Notes — October 29, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University, Faculty Center 
96 The Fenway, Kerr Hall, 2nd Floor 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I 


II 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 
Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 


Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Assistant Facilitator 


John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager, Boston Parks and Recreation Department 


Welcome — Margaret Dyson, who is replacing Fran Beatty 


Welcome — Arthur Pugsley, who is replacing Laura Rome 
Welcome — Kelly Brilliant, who is replacing Paul Mentag 


Resignation from CAC — Richard Heath and Jane Pfister 


Discussion of Consultants work on Maintenance and Management 


Tim Marshall (ETM Associates, LLC) — Park Maintenance Plan 


- Tim Marshall provided CAC members with an overview of his report. 

- Currently, there are 10.6 FTE' staff for park maintenance. There is a need for 
12-17 more FTEs for the maintenance of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace. 

- Arboretum — provides one possible standard for maintenance for the park; 
however, the Arboretum is unique and in many ways different from the rest of 
the Necklace. 

- Arboretum works because they have skilled, dedicated park-based staff who 
works exclusively in that location. 


Comments from CAC members on Tim’s draft report 
- Page 12, next to last bullet, “water body management” is listed, however on page 
18, water isn’t mentioned in recommendations for maintenance. 


¢ | FTE = full time equivalent. One person working full time is 1 FTE. A crew of 4 working 20% of their 
time is 0.8 FTE (4 workers x 0.20 = 0.8). 
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Leaf litter is not being picked up and is contributing to siltation. The park does 
not currently have a maintenance program beyond the bare minimum. It was also 
noted that the Fenway Alliance is involved in contracting for mowing in the Back 
Bay Fens. 
What would be done with more staff, what would be done with the condition of 
the landscape by the extra staff? These questions need to be answered in the 
report. There should also be maintenance objectives that consider aesthetic issues 
and landscape types. 
Maintenance principles also need to be established, such as when a specimen tree 
dies it is replaced with a specimen tree, etc. 
Tim Marshall said he plans to include pictures in the document to help 
clarify the different types of landscapes and also images that show ideal 
landscape and maintenance conditions. 
Drainage structures and built features are unique to Muddy River as compared to 
the Arboretum, which need to be considered in the maintenance plan. 
Page 18 — recommendations for preservation and conservation seem to be 
focused on built features. Horticultural perspective should be considered. 
A timeframe for adding staff (with their duties) is needed for planning and 
budgetary purposes. 
With the recommendations, the CAC need to know what step one involves and a 
strategic implementation plan. Also, what is a “step one” for advocates? 
Need to prioritize the recommendations, i.e. equipment needs and at what point 
new equipment should be purchased, etc. 
Back Bay Yard — There was discussion about whether the Yard could provide 
storage for maintenance equipment. 
Concerned about footbridges that are not being maintained despite being within 
the park’s jurisdiction. Also one CAC member advocated for the preservation of 
the Clemente Field fieldhouse, which, according another CAC member, has 
deteriorated beyond salvation. 
One CAC member was concerned about the potential of integrating volunteers 
with unionized park staff. 
Tim responded that it may be difficult and it takes time and dialogue to 
come to a mutual understanding of a role for volunteers. 
Another CAC member noted that unions can be excellent partners in projects, 
depending on how they are approached. 
On page 16, include as part of 2-year contract a training program for park staff 
from the contractors. 
Tim Marshall agreed that the 2-year contract should benefit the park 
staff. He also noted various concerns about the structure of the 
maintenance contract work. Is there a way for the 2-year contractor to 
build the long-term capacity of the park maintenance program. 
A CAC member suggested a more integrated approach for using the 2-year 
contract, perhaps a gradual phase-in for park staff to work with contractors and at 
a minimum, there is a need for supervision of contractors. 
On page 19 — the McKinley Vocational School has a landscape program. The 
park would be a good opportunity to provide kids with an outdoor classroom. 
Water quality - could build into the maintenance contract an agreement with the 
Charles River Watershed Association for the monitoring of water quality. 
Bruce Conklin (CDM) responded that water quality monitoring will be 
included in a different part of the Maintenance and Management plan. 
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A CAC member questions what type of watering equipment is available for park 
maintenance. This needs to be considered in capital expenditures section of 
Maintenance and Management. 


e Clarissa Rowe (Brown & Rowe Assoc., Inc.) — Review of Park Management Models 


Clarissa has distributed a matrix (Attachment comparing four park management 
models with 21 Lessons Learned from her interviews. Clarissa also showed 
CAC members two books she also used in her research: Inside City Parks, by 
Peter Harnik and Public Parks, Private Partners: How Partnerships are 
Revitalizing Urban Parks, edited by Andrew Schwartz 

Central Park, Prospect Park and Louisville Park are all Olmsted Parks, while 
Pittsburgh Park has multiple jurisdictions. 

Matrix includes basic information about the parks, Park Management, Park 
Conservancy’s/Alliances and Involvement of Park Advocates. 

Central Park is managed by a conservancy that is paid by the City to maintain 
the park. It took 30 years to establish a successful maintenance program. The 
conservancy put money immediately into staff and maintenance program after 
restorations, so that the park has not required further large-scale restoration. 
The volunteer program gives a range of volunteering options, which increases 
volunteerism, for example, from once a month to daily participation. It took a 
very long time to build up a successful volunteer program. 

Prospect Park: This park is considerably smaller and has significant financial 
backing. The park has formed a partnership with Reebok and has other 
commercial partnerships. 

Need to work closely with park advocates in the surrounding neighborhoods right 
from the beginning. A community committee was established later, which 
includes 40 groups, which met monthly for two years. Now the community 
committee works closely with Prospect Park. 

Lesson from Prospect Park: “Keep evolving and do no harm.” 

Louisville Olmstead Park: Conservancy should be given public role from the 
Start. 

Clarissa Rowe highlighted main points from 21 Lessons Learned: 

Trust takes a long time to build, need to have patience. 

In Pittsburgh, they have a monthly public meeting in the Commissioner’s office. 
Winter is a good time to have this kind of meeting. 

Conservancy should have strong role with public entities e.g. the three different 
park owners. 

Conservancy staff take park foreman out to lunch to ask for their ideas 

Prospect Park takes an average of 80-100 hours per acre per year to maintain. 
First year should be dedicated to establishing an image of safety and accessibility 
for the park, as well fundraising. 


e Comments from CAC members on Tim’s draft report 


A CAC member asked for clarification of Clarissa’s scope of work. This 
involved completing a study of park management models and lesson’s learned, 
not a recommendation of a model for the Emerald Necklace. 
The information from Clarissa will be incorporated into CDM’s DEIR. 
Tim and Clarissa’s report will be integrated into the Maintenance and 
Management Chapter of the DEIR. 


Ii 


IV 
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- CAC members noted that the Emerald Necklace is unique as a linear park. How 
do the these recommendations translate to the Necklace? 
- _ACAC member indicated she would be interested in Clarissa’s comments 
regarding the models for park management for a park with multiple jurisdictions. 
John Burckardt commented that as part of the CAC’s correspondence 
with MEPA, 3-4 management model alternatives would be considered for 
the DEIR, with the FEIR outlining a more definitive model. John 
Burckardt also emphasized that any model must be given flexibility in 
implementation and that all the models studied indicated that today’s 
structure evolved slowly over time. 


Follow-up Meeting 


- CAC agrees that their comments on Tim’s revised report due in November can 
be communicated to him via e-mail and telephone. No further trips to Boston 
required from Tim. 

- November 14" will be the follow-up meeting for Tim’s report. The next draft 
should be delivered to the CAC in advance of the November 14th CAC meeting. 


Discussion of Review Process for DEIR 


- CAC agrees that they will postpone discussion of the review process for the 
DEIR until the next meeting. 

- A few of the CAC members expressed a desire not to receive all the appendices. 
MEPA requires that the CAC receive the complete DEIR 30 days before the 
filing. However, Bruce Conklin noted that CAC members can request copies 
without appendices or fewer copies. At the November 14” meeting, the CAC 
will determine how they want to receive the DEIR. According to the regulations, 
all members of the CAC need to receive the DEIR or indicate how they want to 
receive the DEIR. 

- Jane Wells offered the document “CAC Review of Draft Environmental Impact 
Report” as a guideline for the CAC to consider. Please see Attachment 3. 


Process Issues/Organization/Member Correspondence 
MODR’s Role - will be discussed at the next meeting 


Participant Evaluations of MODR Facilitation 


- Jane requested evaluation of facilitation services provided by MODR - please 
send them in if you haven’t previously responded. Additional copies are 
available from Jane Wells or MODR. 


CAC Correspondence 


- Richard Heath’s resignation letter — A few CAC members commented that 
Richard Health had made a valuable contribution to CAC. 

- CAC expressed concern about Richard Heath’s comment regarding the Park 
Commissioner’s statements. Margaret Dyson reported that she had spoken with 
Richard Heath and with the consultants. The consultants said that the 
Commissioner had not spoken with them about Mr. Hearth. However, 
consultants and staff had emphasized collecting new information for the CAC, 
rather than from the CAC, while revising the scope to meet the tight timeframe 
and budget. 

- George H. recommended that the CAC write a letter inviting Richard Heath back 
toCAC. The CAC members present agreed to further consider this proposal at 
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the next CAC meeting. The CAC members present also invited members, as 
individuals, to contact Richard directly. 


e Brookline Project Impact (Isabella Callanan, CAC member) 


- Amemo with attached information was handed out at the meeting. Isabella 
requested that the CAC consider endorsing the proposal that the Town of 
Brookline consider a different future for the “Industrial Island” near Route 9. 

- ACAC member noted that the Industrial Island was never part of the Park 
and therefore should be considered as adjacent land use. The CAC should 
consider the impact of adjacent land use on the Emerald Necklace and to 
what degree the CAC should become involved. 


- The CAC will consider this issue at the meeting on November 14, 2001. 


e Announcements 


John Burckardt made two announcements at the end of the meeting: 


1) The Boston Conservation Commission Hearing for the sewer separation at Back Bay Yard will 
be Wed., Nov. 7th at City Hall. (6:45 pm) 


2) The Boston Water & Sewer Commission will issue an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) 
on the rehabilitation of the exterior of the Gatehouses in the Fens. This is expected early in 
December 2001. 


Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the CAC was scheduled for Wednesday, November 14, 2001 and will again 
be at the Northeastern University Faculty Center, 96 The Fenway at 6 pm. Topics will include 
a follow-up on the draft maintenance report and preparation for the receipt and review of the 
official filing Draft Environmental Impact Report. 


Enclosures: Attachment | — Sign-In Sheet 
Attachment 2 — Comparison to Other Park Models (3-page matrix) and Lessons 
Learned (2 pages) 
Attachment 3 — CAC Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report (21 pages) 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 


Meeting 


October 29, 2001 


Name 


Atniiaion 


Attachment ] 


Sign-In Sheet 


Signature 


Kathy 
Charles Alan 
Kelly 
Edward 
Isabella M. 
- Suzanne 
! Christine 
Edward 
Frances Allou 
Alan 
George 
June 
Gary R. 


Adam 


Frances J. 


Baskin 


Birnbaum 


Brilliant 


Burke 


Callanan 


Comtois 


Cooper 


Cutler 


Gershwin 


Goodman 


Hagerty 


Hatfield 


Hilderbrand 


Kahn 


Kemp 


Charles River Watershed Association 


National Park Service 


Fenway Alliance 


Restore Olmsted's Waterway Coalitfon 
Friends of the Muddy River 

Fenway Community 

Development Corp 

Jamaica Pond Project 

Brookline Resident 

Mahoney Hawkes+t-P 

The Abbey Group 

Fenway Studios, Inc. 

Boston GreenSpace Alliance 

Reed Hilderbrand Associates, Inc. 
Brookline Conservation Commission 


FCA, Friends of the Muddy River, 
Fenway Resident 


Page 1 of a) 


Emerald Necklace Citizens-Advisory Committee 


Meeting 

October 29, 2001 
John Leahy 
Arleyn A. Levee 
Areine Mattison 
Hugh Mattison 
Lauren Meier 
George Proakis 
Marion Sabal 
Joyce Starner 
Fredericka Veikley 
Eileen Woodford 


| A Prlintion 


Attachment 


Sign-In Shi 
Signature 
Northeastern MPA Student 


National Assn. For Olmsted Parks 


Emerald Necklace Conservancy 


Friends of Leverett Pond 


Boston Resident Kian 


y 
Fenway Garden Society |p M/E ay ag 


Symphony United Neighbors 


Fenway Civic Association 


Nat'l Parks & Conservation Asn 
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Lessons Learned from Park Management Models 


1. Be really patient about implementing change. Tupper Thomas of Prospect 
Park said “Everything takes a long time.” 


2. Doa Master Plan to guide capital improvements. 

3. Have public meetings of all interested parties on a regular basis. 

4. Any management structure that is set up should be able to withstand a Mayor 
who “hates parks” and a change in the person who runs the park’s department 


and the Conservancy. 


5. The relationship between the Municipal Owner and the Conservancy is the 
best when the head of the park system is also the head of the Conservancy. 


6. Have regular meetings of all park administrators and the conservancy head. 
These meetings should probably occur between October and the beginning of 
March when park administrators are less busy. The meetings could focus on 
the new plans for the coming season in the early spring and a review of the 
season’s accomplishments in the fall. 


7. Work towards having a park superintendent or foreman for each park. Ask the 
foreman’s ideas for tasks that volunteers could do. 


8. Develop performance criteria for the entire park system. 


9. Have regularly scheduled field clean ups for the parks field staff with 
Conservancy staff. 


10. Keep the municipal unions informed about the work of the Conservancy and 
the volunteers. 


11. Discuss what park tasks can be outsourced to lighten the park staff’s 
- maintenance tasks. Involve the labor unions in this discussion. 


12. Determine the maintenance budget per acre of park land and publicize it. 


13. There should be a volunteer coordinator in the public entity and the 
Conservancy. They should talk and plan together. 


14. The Conservancy Board Chair should be a CEO who likes to ask other CEOs 
for money. The first board of directors should have people with connections 
to money and political power. 4 


15. The first years of a new Conservancy should be spent on the park’s image, its 
public accessibility and its safety. The Conservancy should remain as the 
primary “marketing” face of the resource. 


16. Develop guidelines for identifying private donors in the park. Develop 
guidelines to give the Conservancy accountability for the private funds that 
are used in the parks. 


17. Provide audited annual reports for the public park and conservancy finances 
that are available to the public. 


18. When a capital improvement is completed, plan for its program to draw new 
users to it and staff it for increased public use. Make the first projects hi ghly 
visible and appealing so that they will be universally used. 


19. Welcome the park advocates into the planning process. They are most helpful 
serving as the “eyes and ears” of the parks. They can monitor vandalism and 
invasive vegetation and report to the parks department. They can do non- 
union tasks and serve as tour guides for the general public. They can serve as 
vocal advocates for increased funding for the parks if they believe in the 
mission of the Parks Departments and the Conservancy. 


20. Set up a Community Committee that consists of any group that uses or cares 
about the park. The Community Committee needs to reflect the diversity of 
the abutters of the parks. Involve them in the 5 or 10 year operational plan. 
Commit staff time to focus the decisions that are made by the Community 
Committee. Do blend the diverse park advocates into the Conservancy even if 
it takes a couple of years of “real relaxed” meetings. 


2 


st 


. As each of these models evolved, there was tension between the evolving 
entities. This tension leads to solutions that result in better parks. 
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MEMORANDUM 
DATE: November 6, 2001 
TO: EMERALD NECKLACE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager for Muddy River Rehabilitation 
RE: Meeting Notice, Other Information 

Pore a Se ds ag © eat Bog LO. Cat tio mw! 


Wednesday, November 14, 2001 


Kerr Hall, 
96 The Fenway 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 


aie oe See Mia neon. Back!) i ac Lm Ne Mr 


Agenda Topics: --Discussion of Revised Draft Park Maintenance Plan 
--How to Review the “official” Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) and Prepare the Comment 
Letter to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 


5:45 p.m. Refreshments 
6:00 p.m. - Presentation & Discussion 
8:30 p.m. Adjourn 


If you are unable to attend the next meeting, please call John Burckardt (61 7-635-4505 x6517) or 


email jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us. 


Other Information: 


1. Meeting Summary, CAC Meeting of October 29, 2001. 
Please review the meeting summary. Submit written comments within 7 calendar 
days John Burckardt by fax (617-635-3256) or e-mail (jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us) 
The Meeting Summaries will not be amended and re-issued, but the written comments 
will be distributed to the CAC and added to the file. 


2. Boston Gatehouses in Back Bay Fens: 
Boston Water & Sewer Commission will be issuing an Environmental Notification 
Form (ENF) in December 2001 regarding the rehabilitation of the exterior of these 
structures. The CAC will be notified when the ENF is published. 


Directions to 
Northeastern University Faculty Club 


Kerr Hall, 96 The Fenway 


NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CAMPUS 


41— Faculty Club 
96 The Fenway 
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_{ Columbus Ave. Lot -- 
Pay Parking Available 


From The F enway (walking): 


The Faculty Club is at 96 The Fenway, between Westland Avenue and the Museum of Fine Arts. 


From Green Line (E Train): 


Get off at Northeastern U. stop and walk to Forsyth St. end of platform. 

Right on Forsyth St. and walk to end. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on right) 
and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#3 8) on left and apartments on right. Take 
a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Orange Line: 


Exit at Ruggles Station. Use the Forsyth Street exit. Walk 2 blocks, cross Huntington Avenue 
(traffic light) and continue one more block. Cross Hemenway Street (Stetson Hall, NU dorm on 
right) and continue along a footpath between Forsyth Dental (#38) on left and apartments on right. 
Take a right at The Fenway, and the Faculty Club is the 3rd building on the right. 


From the Parking Garage: 


Cross the tracks using the concourse through Ruggles MBTA station. Next, follow direction (above) from 
Ruggles Station to the Faculty Club at 96 The Fenway. 


II. 


Il. 


IV. 


Emerald Necklace Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
Northeastern University Faculty Center 
Kerr Hall 


Wednesday, November 14, 2001 
6:00p.m. - 8:30p.m 


Agenda 


Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
Amanda Griesbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, Assistant F. acilitator’ 
John Burckardt, P. E, Project Manager 


Discussion of Consultants’ work on Draft Park Maintenance Plan 


" Tim Marshall’s Draft Park Maintenance Plan 
Discussion of Review Process for DEIR 
Process Issues/Organization 


Distribution of DEIR 

CAC Replacements 

CAC Correspondence 
- Irene Gillis’ letter 
- Follow-up re: Richard Heath’s resignation 
- Letter from George H. 


Brookline Project Impact (Isabella) 


6:00 - 6:15 


6:15-7:15 


7:15 — 8:00 


8:00 — 8:30 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: November 12, 2001 

TO: Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee 
FROM: John F. Burckardt, Project Manager 


RE: Revised Draft — Park Maintenance Plan 
Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 


Enclosed is a copy of the updated draft of the Maintenance Plan for the Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace, as revised by Tim Marshall of ETM Associates, LLC. This includes 
addressing some of the previous CAC comments as well as new sections (pages 20 to 41) on 
Maintenance Guidelines and Maintenance Recommendations. 


Please note: 


= Tim has incorporated as many CAC comments as time permitted. However, not all CAC 
comments to date have been addressed in this draft. Nevertheless, all CAC comments will be 
considered and incorporated as appropriate for the draft that will be included in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 


= New sections on maintenance standards and maintenance recommendations are included in 
pages 20 to 41. 


= Some more detail on implementation strategies will be included in the draft for the DEIR. 
These details will address possible ways to “fill the gap” using parks department staff, 
contracted work, volunteers, and public/private partnerships. 


We will be discussing this the next CAC meeting on Wednesday, November 14, 2001, 6 pm at 
96 The Fenway (Northeastern University’s Faculty Club. 


If you cannot make the meeting, but would like to offer comments, please contact me at: 
John F. Burckardt 
c/o Boston Parks and Recreation Department 
1010 Massachusetts Avenue, 3rd floor . 
Boston, MA 02118 
(617) 635-4505 
(617) 635-3256 fax 


jburckardt@ci.boston.ma.us 
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Discussion Draft 
Draft Maintenance Plan for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 
Muddy River Restoration Project 


1. Introduction 


The Emerald Necklace was conceived and designed as a chain of green 
spaces extending from Boston Common to Franklin Park. The focus of this study 
is that portion of the Emerald Necklace adjacent to the Muddy River from 
Ward's Pond to Charlesgate, called the Emerald Necklace — Muday River Parks. 
The total study area is approximately 184 acres of which 42 acres is water. 


The park system called the Emerald Necklace, which runs through Boston and 
Brookline, appears to be a natural landscape. However, these green spaces, 
like Central Park, are far from natural. Constructed in the late 1890s, the 
Emerald Necklace took nearly twenty years to create and is recognized as one 
of Frederick Law Olmsted's finest works. The Emerald Necklace is a designated 
Boston landmark, and is also listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 


Olmsted envisioned the park system as a common ground to which all people 
could come to escape the noise, pollution and overcrowding of nineteenth- 
century urban life. He created a path and parkway system to link the parks and 
the surrounding neighborhoods. He reshaped the existing landscape to 
enhance its picturesque qualities, planting densely with diverse species of trees 
and shrubs and adding a few carefully sited architectural features including 
bridges and other park structures. The parks in the Fens and along the Muddy 
River were designed to solve major drainage and engineering problems. 


In the 1870s the Back Bay Fens was a tidal salt marsh that had become foul 
smelling and prone to flooding as adjacent urban development increased. 
Olmsted's challenge was to provide a storage basin for storm water and to 
divert the sewage flowing into the Fens so the marsh could be restored to 
ecological health. Olmsted's design creating a meandering stream bordered 
by wide reaches of low-lying marsh and new naturalistic-looking landscapes. 


The Muddy River had become clogged and polluted by nearby development. 
Olmsted sculpted the waterway to create a gently winding stream. The new 
parkland, planted with a variety of trees and shrubs, offered a welcome 
contrast to the city. 


For the purposes of this study, the Emerald Necklace has been defined as 
follows: 
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Prepared by: ETM ASSOCIATES, L.L.C. | 11/12/01 


Discussion Draft 
Draft Maintenance Plan for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 
Muddy River Restoration Project 


Ss eeemeeemeeeeeeeereeereeee 
Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks 


The parks from Charlesgate to Wards Pond to include Charlesgate, Back Bay 
Fens, Riverway and Olmsted Park from curb to curb. 


Muddy River Restoration Project 


The park areas within the contract limit line of the Muddy River Restoration 
Project. 


Both areas are shown on the maps that follow. See Figures 2.1 to 2.3. 


Maintenance of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace is divided 
among three primary agencies: 
= City of Boston maintains about 117 acres of which 24 acres is water: 
= The Town of Brookline maintains about 32 acres of which 8 acres is water: 
= The Metropolitan District Commission maintains about 35 acres of which 4 
acres is water; 


Each of the agencies is responsible for maintenance of its areas of responsibility. 
There is no management entity responsible for coordinating or ensuring that 
ongoing maintenance is done to a specific set of standards or practices. In 
addition, funding maintenance for each of the three agencies comes from 
different sources. As a result, different management objectives, maintenance 
standards, resources, capital improvements and technical expertise is found 
throughout the Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks. Options for a operating 
model for the Emerald Necklace is the task of a separate study being done by 
Brown and Rowe and are not included in this report. 


While this report recognizes the responsibilities of the different agencies 
responsible for maintenance of the park, we have attempted to view the park 
and its maintenance needs as a whole and not Boston's, Brookline’s, or the 
MDC’s responsibility. 

2. Current Park Maintenance Responsibilities 


Current maintenance in the Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks is done by 
the Boston Parks and Recreation Department, the Town of Brookline Parks and 


Se a ee ee er Rel Ne ce NS as 
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Discussion Draft 
Draft Maintenance Plan for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 
Muddy River Restoration Project 


Open Space Division and the Metropolitan District Commission. See Figures 1.1 
to 1.3 for maps showing the park areas that each agency is responsible for. 


Most of the current maintenance efforts consist of basic maintenance tasks such 
as delittering, emptying trash receptacles, mowing, and some contract tree 
work. 


Boston 


The Boston Park and Recreation Department is responsible for the majority of the 
Emerald Necklace-Muddy River Parks, approximately 117 acres of which 27 
acres are water. Park maintenance throughout Boston is organized into 6 
regions with Region 5 responsible for the Emerald Necklace. See organizational 
chart for BPRD maintenance in Figure 4.1. In addition, the Parkman Crew, a 
specialized horticulture crew, does work in the Emerald Necklace as well as the 
Public Garden and other Parkman sites. Other specialty crews, such as the 
trades and the tree crew cover the entire city. The Parkman program funds 
some contract work done in the Emerald Necklace — Muddy Rivers Parks. 


Boston maintenance includes: 
= Daily park maintenance - primarily cleaning and mowing 
» Trades 
» Horticulture 
» Tree Maintenance 


in addition, the Parks Department is responsible for 8 pedestrian and 1 vehicular 
park bridges The City of Boston Public Works Department (BPWD) is responsible 
for 6 bridges (4 vehicular and, 1 pedestrian bridge). 

Brookline 

Brookline is responsible for approximately 32 acres of the Emerald Necklace- 


Muday River Parks of which 8 acres are water. The Brookline portion of the 
Emerald Necklace extends from the Riverway to Olmsted Park. The Parks and 
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Open Space Division is located within the Department of Public Works. See 
organizational chart in Figure 4.2. Park maintenance is organized into 3 
geographical zones (two of which are responsible for the Emerald Necklace- 
Muddy River Parks), a town-wide ballfield crew, horticulture and trash crew. 


Brookline maintenance includes: 
* Daily park maintenance — primarily cleaning and mowing 
=» Trades 
*" Horticulture 
» Tree Maintenance 


Brookline is also responsible for the Carlton Street footbridge. 


Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) 


The MDC is responsible for Charlesgate area, the former Kelly ring site, the 
parkways, catch basins and a 25’ strip within the park from the curb totaling 
approximately 35 acres of the Emerald Necklace — Muddy Rivers Park of which 4 
acres are water. The Charles District crews who cover an area that includes the 
Esplanade, Charles River Basin, and the McGrath/O' Brien Highway do MDC 
maintenance. The MDC's portion of the Emerald Necklace is but a small portion 
of the Charles District. , 


MDC maintenance consists of mowing, from April-October on a 10-day mowing 
cycle, delittering and fall leaf removal from late October through mid- 
November. 

Boston Water and Sewer Commission ( BSWC) 

The BWSC, through agreement with the BRPD, provides maintenance for the 
culverts along the Muddy River. Work includes removal of debris and sediment 
from culverts and critical locations such as at the Upstream end of the culvert 
under the former Sears parking lot. 

Boston Art Commission (BAC) 


The BAC is responsible for the monuments and statues in the park. 
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Massachusetts Highway Department (MHD) 


The MHD is primarily responsible for roadways and 6 of the 24 bridges throughout 
the Emerald Necklace-Muddy River Parks. 


The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA) 


The MIA is responsible for the I-90 Bridge and adjacent CSX Railroad bridge that crosses 
the Muddy River in the Charlesgate area. 


2. Classification Physical Areas in the Emerald Necklace-Muddy River Parks 
Park Sectors 


The Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks has been divided into 7 sectors by 
ETM Associates for analysis and planning purposes — taking into account 
maintenance needs and the characteristics of fhe physical areas. See Table}. 


The sectors for this study are listed below and shown on Figures 3.1to 3.3: 


Sector | Charlesgate 

Sector lIA Back Bay Fens North: Victory Gardens/Mother's Rest 
Sector|IB Back Bay Fens Central: Rose Garden/Clemente Field 
Sector IC Back Bay Fens South and Sears Parking Lot 

Sector Ill Riverway 

Sector !VA Olmsted Park North: Leverett Pond/Daisy Pond 

Sector 1V B Olmsted Park South: Wards Pond/Willow Pond/Nicholson Hil 


Physical Areas 
The physical areas in the Park can be divided into four categories 


a. Natural Areas — Open, natural areas, subdivided into: 
» Woodlands 
» Parkland 
» Planied Areas 
= Water (River & waterbodies) 
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b. Paved Areas —- Open to the elements, but covered by a man-made surface, 
including parking lots, playgrounds, paths, athletic fields etc. 


¢c. Structures — Enclosed or partially enclosed areas (buildings, or shelters) or 
other man-made three-dimensional entities (monuments, bridges). 


d. Park Furniture — Drinking fountains, light standards, trashcans, and benches. 


The amount of each type of area in the park will be shown for each sector. (To 
be done) 


3. Defining Maintenance Work 


Despite the complexity of the task of measuring park workload, the process is 
essential. It has been said that you can't manage if you can't measure, and 
you can't measure if you can’t define. Currently there is no park-wide standard 
or systematic method for measuring work in the Emerald Necklace-Muday River . 
Parks. 


A good Classification system lends itself to work measurement and the 
application of work standards; it supports management decision-making at all 
levels (e.g., in deploying personnel and equipment), and it is based on an 
Understanding of the nature of park maintenance work. 


Three critical variables condition the analysis of park maintenance work: 1) the 
nature of the task, 2) skill levels of those performing the task, and 3) the physical 
setting. For example, cleaning a paved surface is different from cleaning a 
densely wooded one, both in type of equipment used and in the time it takes 
per acre. 


Maintenance tasks can be classified into four types: 

General Maintenance - Work having to do with the appearance of the park 
and sanitary conditions in the park, including litter pick-up, collection of trash 
from receptacles. 

Horticultural Care - Work having to do with care of shrubs, perennials, small trees, 


turf care and mowing, pruning, woodland and waterbody management and 
tree care. 
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Repair and Preservation — Work having to do with the proper functioning and 
safety of park equipment and facilities, preventative maintenance, and repair, 
such as pruning, bench painting and repair, park structure maintenance, or 
graffiti removal. 


Operations and Special Events — Work related to the use of park facilities and 
equipment. This is offen seasonal or special event related, such as setting and 
removing barricades. 


4. Relationship Between Usage and Maintenance 


Park users not only greatly increase the time required to repair and maintain a 
park's physical setting, but also create a daily mess. Cleaning up after visitors 
ranks far above any other task as the most time-consuming routine park task. 
Services to special park users, such as special events and organized recreational 
groups, also add a considerable amount of work, especially during the peak 
summer season. 


In general, the greater the number of users in and around parks, the greater the 
amount of maintenance work that needs to be done. How long people stay in 
the parks and what they do when they get there is also important. Five busy 
vandals can create more work than 1,000 people strolling through the park. 


Of course, maintenance also impacts use. If the parks are dirty, benches are 
broken, and ball fields are not playable or open, people won't enjoy the parks 
as much, and eventually may stop coming. If parks are well maintained, then 
more people will come. 


Given this interdependence between maintenance and use, it is important that 
the parks “keep up” — that as the number of users continue to increase, the 
quality and quantity of maintenance must keep pace. 


5. Measuring Workload 


Measuring workload in a complex maintenance environment is far from simple. 
First, there are many different kinds of work measures: amount of work; quality of 
work; frequency; speed (amount of work per unit of time); and time to 
complete. The different work measures are inter-related — one can usually 
complete a task more quickly by compromising on the quality of work. 
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Outside or uncontrolled variables which affect workload and complicate work 
measurement: the impact of use such as the number of users and their behavior 
(€.g., vandalism, special events); the intensity of use (€.g., heavy use during 
large special events); the culture or style of the workplace; the physical 
conditions, such as terrain and weather; and the difficulty of the task itself and 
level of skills possessed by the staff. Deferred maintenance, capital projects in 
process, and future capital projects all have an impact on workload. In the 
Emerald Necklace-Mudday River Parks, the primary variables are the park's 
physical variations, the culture or style of the workplace and future capital 
projects. 


6. Measuring Current Work 


The process to measure the current the Emerald Necklace-Muddy River park 
maintenance work involved several iterations of interviews, observations, and 
information from the three agencies. The following is an outline of the methods 
used. | 


= Interviews were conducted with senior staff and field staff of the three 
agencies to elicit information on current staffing. 

= Review of existing organizational charts and work schedules 

= Existing staff were divided into supervisory and field staff 


Full time equivalents were developed to reflect the actual percentage of time 
maintenance staff spent in the Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks 


" Boston: Region 5 crew of 4 spends approximately 80% of it time in the 
Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks which equates to 3.2 FTEs, while 
the Parkman horticulture crew of 3 spends abut 40% of its time or 1.2 FTEs. 
Boston maintenance staff is augmented by 1.1 FTE of supervisory support, 
including the Director of Historic Parks (50%), Historic Park Landscape 
Architect (20%), Parkman Funds contract Project Manager (40%). 


" Town of Brookline; Two zone maintenance crews of 4 persons spends 25% 
of its time in the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace or .1.15 FT oe 
while Forestry spends .1 FTE, Brookline maintenance staff is augmented by 
.6 FTE supervisory support and Arborist (5%), Operations Manager (10%) 
and Landscape Architect (5%) 


= MDC: MDC maintenance crews of 4 persons from the Charles District 
spends approximately 25% of its time in the Muddy River Parks of the 
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Emerald Necklace which equates to 1.0 FTE which is supplemented with 
supervisory staff equal to .] FTE. 


The estimated current staffing for work in the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace by maintenance field staff and supervisors is shown below: 


Table 2. Current FTE’s for Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks 


Work Managers/ Workers 


Force Supervisors (Ere) a 


Brookline 


Horticultur 25 
oS 


| 


* FTE = Full Time Equivalent 


Boston 
Horticultur v2 
e 


8. Measuring Current Productive Time 


The answer to the question of how much time is available from a work force of 
10.6 peoples is developed below and summarized in Table 3. 


= Total Time 
The base unit for measuring potential productive work is the number of 
hours a person works a year. The total number of hours is the maximum 
someone can work, deducting weekends. For the Muddy River Parks of 
the Emerald Necklace that number results in 260 days per year, times 8 
hours a day, times a staff of 10.6 (FTE), for a total of 22,048 hours. 
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« Off-the-Top Deductions 
The total represents only a starting point in calculating the work force’s 
productive time. Workers are entitled to a certain number of holidays and 
vacation days, excused absences, emergency absences and time for 
breaks. 


= Lost Time 
No worker is constantly productive, nor is any organization perfectly 
efficient. Lost time includes sick leave, leave without pay, workers 
compensation, and Family Leave Act. 


= Non-Productive Time 
In addition, time is spent away from work for travel time, trips to the dump, 
change and wash up, and waiting time for vehicles or equipment. 


= Loss Time Due To Inclement Weather 
In times of inclement weather (rain and snow), there is little outside 
maintenance work a park worker can do. 


» Net Productive Time 
After all the deductions are subtracted from the gross time available, the 
net productive time per worker is approximately 1,560 hours per year. The 
estimated net productive time for existing park maintenance is: 10.6 F.T.E. 
x 1,560 hrs/year, which equals 16,536. hours/year. 


= Supplementary Available Hours 
Contract Work 
Correction Department Workers 
Boston Youth Fund (seasonal) 
Parkman Contract Work 
City Year and Volunteers — currently minimal 
“Park Partners” 


Based on staff interviews, it’s estimated that the total supplementary work hours 
for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace is 2,000 — 3,000 annually. 
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Table 3. Annual Net Productive Hours for Park Maintenance 


Total Hours 


8.4 FTE field staff x 260 days/yr x 8 hrs/day 17,472 
2.2 supervisory staff x 260 days/yr x 8 hours/day 4,576 


Total Hours 22,048 
Deductions (Estimated @ 25%) 

Off-The-Deductions 

Lost time 

Non-Productive Time 

Inclement weather 


Total Lost and Non-Productive Time 


Total Net Productive Time 


7. Current Maintenance Work 


Current maintenance standards vary throughout the park. A site walk on August 
4th, 2001 found many areas of the park with different maintenance standards 
and practices: 

» Many areas with little or no maintenance 

» Inconsistent mowing standards and practices 
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» Areas of erosion 
« Different bench treatments 

Different trash containers 

Broken path edges 

Evidence of vehicles driving across the lawns 

General lack of tree maintenance 

Differing walkway materials 

A number of small landscape improvement projects that had been 

done by both Brookline and Boston over the past few years that 

had not done well due to a lack of ongoing maintenance 

» Poor maintenance of recent landscape improvements due to the 

type of plant material selected ) 
= Some graffiti, particularly on trash barrels 


The inability to maintain newly improved areas is a serious cause for concern 
and points to the fact that existing resources can do little more than basic park 
maintenance. Additional maintenance resources will be needed to meet and 
sustain the workload from newly completed capital projects. 


While a cursory inspection of the parks indicates that existing park maintenance 
is basically acceptable, a closer look shows that many areas have been let go, 
the overall turf standards need improving, tree care is needed and horticultural 
care is lacking and there is no existing woodland management efforts. In other 
words, just the basic park maintenance, cleaning and mowing, and some basic 
tree work is currently being done. The lack of uniform standards and practices 
only serves to reinforce the fact that multiple agencies have maintenance 
responsibilities. 


It should be noted, that the new plantings near Leverett Pond in Brookline 
highlighted a serious ongoing and future maintenance problem. The particular 
type of rose that was selected for the planting areas has serious maintenance 
implications. This particular rose is a very aggressive grower and quickly spreads 
beyond the boundaries of the planting area. In addition, access by 
maintenance staff is very difficult due to the dense spreading nature of the 
plant and its small thorns. The inability of the maintenance staff to “wade” into 
these planting beds to weed and remove litter results in no or little maintenance. 
In this particular instance, it’s not so much an issue of staffing as much as it’s the 
species of the plant material itself which makes maintenance very difficult, if not 
impossible. Selection of plant material should consider not Only its historic and 
environmental appropriateness, but also the ability of staff to maintain it. 


PO a a ee ee ee 
Prepared by: ETM ASSOCIATES, L.L.C.  - 12 11/12/01 


Discussion Draft 
Draft Maintenance Plan for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 
Muddy River Restoration Project 


Given the current staffing levels, it is not unexpected that little more than basic 
maintenance is done. 


8. Setting Higher Maintenance Standards 


The Emerald Necklace — Muddy River Parks landscape consist of different 
landscape types with different maintenance needs: 


Woodlands — natural areas characterized by the Ward's Pond area with 
less intense usage. These areas should be managed as woodlands 
requiring low levels of maintenance but need staff with specialized skills, 
particularly in urban forestry or woodland management 


Parkland — park areas characterized by grassland covered by a tree 
canopy. This is the predominate landscape type found in the Emerald 
Necklace — Muddy River Parks and require intensive maintenance efforts. 
Grass needs to be mowed and maintained on a regular schedule, litter 
picked up, and trees pruned and maintained. 


Planting Areas (shrubs and perennials) — these areas are characterized by 
plantings of ornamental shrubs and perennials. Understanding the 
character of these plantings will be important to performing proper 
maintenance practices. Some plantings will need regular pruning or 
trimming (hedges) while others will be allowed to grow with limited 
pruning to reach their desired height and character. 


Embankment Plantings — plantings along the water edge will need regular 
maintenance including removal of invasive plant species. 


Meadows — are characterized by longer grass mowed a limited number of 
times a year. 


Site Furnishings such as benches, trash cans, signs will need regular 
maintenance. 


Park staff agreed that higher maintenance standards are needed. The 
following areas are priorities: 


Horticultural Care 
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Additional resources are needed to meet the horticultural needs of the 
park. Shrub plantings are in need of watering, weeding, pruning and 
fertilizing. 


# Higher Standards of Turf Maintenance 
Higher standards of turf care including a seven day mowing schedule, 
reseeding, fertilizing, aeration, and soil testing are needed to ensure a 
high quality turf. 


» Tree Care 
The existing trees need of pruning, thinning-and in some cases removal of 
dead or dying trees. Pruning should be dictated by species, length of 
growing season and design concept —i.e. clipped versus natural-style 
plantings. 


= Woodland and Waterbody Management 
Additional specialized crews are needed for woodiand and waterbody 
management including control of invasive species as well as. 


» Erosion control 
As a mature landscape with considerable use, the Muday River Parks of 
the Emerald Necklace suffers from numerous erosion problems. 
Controlling erosion saves work in 


the long-run, by preventing the silt build up in lakes, ponds, and the 
clogging of catch basin. It also significantly improves the appearance of 
the parks 


» Repair 
Park features, such as benches, trashcans, catch basins, soft surface 
paths, - which are easy to overlook and make a second priority—need 
regular maintenance. 


Park Standards 
Setting higher maintenance standards entails more than articulating increased 
hours for maintenance. Proper management, staffing levels, training, and the 


right equipment are critical for achieving higher maintenance standards. 


In interviews with park staff site, observation, and estimated benchmarking using 
standards developed by the National Recreation and Park Association and the 
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Professional Grounds Management Society, we estimate that 35,500-43,200 
hours are needed annually to bring park maintenance to a higher level. 


Establishing maintenance standards can be done in a number of ways: 
= Cost per unit of maintenance work; 
» Square foot cost 
» Establishing performance standards based on work activities 


During interviews with staff and senior management, there was a general 
consensus that the landscape maintenance at the Arnold Arboretum was a 
standard for maintenance of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 
On October 11,2001 | met with Peter Del Tredici, Director of Living Collection, to 
gain an understanding of the current maintenance efforts at the Arnold 
Arboretum. 


The Amold Arboretum has about 232 acres requiring regular maintenance. The 
Arboretum landscape is broken down accordingly: 

» 150 acres of mowed lawn 

. 5 acres of water 

= 40acres of-naturalized vegetation including woodlands and 

meadows 
. 3 acres of greenhouse and nursery 
» 14acres of gardens 


The Arboretum has 13 full-time and 15 seasonal staff performing park 
maintenance. The Arboretum spends little or no time delittering or emptying 
trash cans, unlike public parks where trash removal is the predominate 
maintenance task. In fact, the Arboretum has less than 12 trashcans. 


Key factors for higher maintenance standards at the Arboretum are: 
» Park-based staff 
» Skilled staff 
= Stable full-time staff with knowledge and commitment to maintenance of 
the Arboretum 
= Combination of staff who are generalists supported by specialized stait 


it should be noted that the Arboretum is strictly, not a public park. While open to 
the public, the Arboretum is first and foremost a research facility and many 
management decisions are made with a curatorial perspective. The Muddy 
River Parks of the Emerald Necklace, on the other hand, is a public park and 
management decisions are made in that context. 
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Using the Arboretum as an example, a square foot cost for maintenance can 
be developed that can serve as a starting point for looking at maintenance 
costs for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace, although there are 


many differences and variables between the two, for looking at the Muddy 
River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 


To determine a square foot maintenance cost for the Arboretum: 
« Annual budget for landscape maintenance excluding the greenhouse 
and nursery is $962,000. 
= In most parks, approximately 65-75% of the annual operating budget is for 
salaries. Using 70%, approximately $674,000 is spent annually for salaries. 


Annual cost for salaries = Cost per square foot. $674,000. = 
$0.07cents/saq. ft. 
Total Square Feet (232 Acres X 43,560 sq. ft/acre) 10,105,920 sa. ft. 


If we assume that $0.07/sa. ft. cost for the Muday River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace would be somewhat higher because due to the time is spent 
removing trash and.emptying trashcans, then a cost of .10/sq. ff. would serve as 
a useful starting point. The cost for maintenance of Prospect Park in New York 
City is about $0.12 cents/sa. ft. 


$0.10 x 8,000,000 sq. ft. (184 acres x 43,5460 sq. ft./acre) = $800,000. 
If we assume an average salary cost of $30,000/employee; 


$800,000 = 25 total FTE's, which is very close to our estimated total of 
$30,000/FTE 10.6 existing FTE’s + 12-17 additional FTE's. 


This square foot cost is only to be used as a starting point for estimating future 
maintenance costs. There are many other variables that we will need to 
account for. 


Park features, such as benches, trashcans, catch basins, soft surface 
paths, - which are easy to overlook and make a second priority—need 
regular maintenance. 
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11. Impact of Capital Projects 


The increase in capital spending will serve to increase the gap between 
available and needed maintenance hours. While under construction, the areas 
affected by capital projects are usually closed off to the public for the length of 
the project, which slightly reduces the total maintenance workload. When 
completed and reopened, the renovated site, will add to the existing park 
maintenance load. The Muddy River Restoration Project will add dramatically to 
the maintenance load. The table below shows the increased Muddy River 
Restoration Project planting 


Table 4. Increased Planting from Muddy River Restoration Project 


Projec Trees | Low _| 


ee 


| ; : 350, leo25 
if : 4,700 
24 : 
eT: ; 48! 
28 ; : 
Sa 59,515 | |34,450| |389,100} |32,330 
otal Trees 215 +4 


otals (square feet) |__| (127.3311 |130,130| [91,073] [669,465 fotos (square eet) |__| 27.35 [130,190! [91,073 [667 a6sl[s9.550-_6.326 
SS a oe ee SS SS mae OE A ETT 
otals (acres) 24.5 i eu hl aise alneeoe)e Ts e ph as opt {0.35 | | 


Sears Parking Lot 


When the Muddy River Restoration Project is completed, there will be an 
increase of 24.5 acres of newly planted areas that will require regular 
maintenance, particularly after the two-year maintenance guarantee period 
expires. One of the planting requirements recommended by the Citizens 
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Advisory Committee (CAC) is that the Contractor(s) be required to maintain all 
plant materials for two years after acceptance of the work. 


Maintenance for the new plant material during the two-year maintenance 
period includes: 
= Watering 
Fertilization 
Weeding 
Mulching 
Disease and Pest Control 
Plant Replacement 
Control of Invasives 


It should be noted that the contractor would be responsible for only those areas ~ 
within the contract area. It's likely that there will be other landscape areas 
outside and adjacent to the confracted area that will need mowing,, 
horticulture, delittering and emptying of trash receptacles, etc. during the two- 
year maintenance period. 


Once the two - year maintenance period ends, Boston, Brookline and the MDC 
will assume responsibility for maintenance. The proposed construction schedule 
for the Muddy River Restoration Project extends from 2002 thru 2009. See Figure 
5.1. The two-year maintenance periods will follow completed capital 
consiruction. Increased agency maintenance responsibilities will be phased, 
with the greatest maintenance impact occurring between years 2006-2008. The 
MDC will be responsible for the Charlesgate project area in early 2005, Boston 
will assume increased maintenance responsibilities beginning in early 2006 and 
Brookline will assume increased responsibilities in early 2008. 


It is estimated that a total of 16,000-21 350 hours will be needed annually to 
maintain the newly restored Muday River Restoration Project areas. 

10. The Gap Between Needed Hours and Available Hours 

The estimated amount of time required for maintenance of the Muddy River 
Parks of the Emerald Necklace is 35,500 - 43,200 hours annually. See Table 5. 


The gap between needed hours and available productive hours is estimated to 
be between 18,028 - 25,728 hours, which equals 12-17 FTE's. 
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The challenge is to develop strategies thai will close as much of the gap as 
possible through: 


» Better management 

» Increased staff productivity 

» Use of outside contractors 

= Reducing non-productive time 
* Increased staff 


leaving a relatively smaller portion of maintenance to be dealt with through 
priority setting or eliminating. work. 


Table 5 Summary of Hours Needed to Maintain the Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace 


Additional 
Hours 


Muddy River 
Restoration 
Project Impact** 


Hours at 


Hours at 


Current 
Standards 


ee ee 
General Maintenance 10,296 21,000-26,000 7,200- 9,600 10,700-15, 700 


iS een Ga) 
Horticultural Care 14000-17280 .| | 6400-8540 9,840- 13,120 


Higher 
Standards 


i 
ReparPreservation | a0 | | sabam 2 
an | eal ERO! OT wn NS 


O perations/ 
Special Events 


Eo le te ES 
Totals rT irare | [sssooasmm0 [| 1600050 | meezan | 


* Totals are for field staff, and do not include 
supervisory or management staff. 


** Included in Hours at Higher Standards 
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13. Higher Maintenance Guidelines 
Maintenance Guidelines 


Planted Areas (shrubs and perennials) 


Quantities of Planted 
Areas 


Shrub Plantings 
Perennials 


Picture of well maintained shrub 


Shrubs and groundcovers provide numerous functions and form a vital part of 
the park landscape. When properly selected and maintained, they serve as 
focal points, accents, barriers and provide an aesthetic appearance, which 
compliments and enhances the surrounding park landscape. 


The annual maintenance program for new and established plants depends on 


the type of plant material and the skill levels of the personnel responsible for the ¢ 
work. Maintenance of planted areas includes: 
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Watering 

Insufficient and excessive amounts of water will induce plant stress and may 
eventually cause sever decline or death. Type of plant, size, exposure and 
competition with surrounding trees, shrubs and groundcover affect the amount 
of water needed. A general rule of thumb to estimate proper soil moisture 
content is to roll a small sample of soil into a ball, and if it crumbles when rubbed 
or squeezed, it probably has adequate moisture. If the soil can't be worked into 
a ball, the soil is too dry to provide sufficient water to plants. If the ball does not 
crumble when wet rubbed, the soil is too wet. 


Fertilizing 

The type and amount of fertilizer varies according fo plant species. The best time 
to fertilize is before or during the plant’s period of active rapid growth in spring 
and/or late fall. Deciduous should be fertilized after their leaves drop. Avoid 
late summer applications of nitrogen as this stimulates new top growth that will 
not have sufficient time to harden-off before winter. 


Mulching 

Maintain about a 2-3 inch layer of mulch throughout the year. This will provide 
the constant supply of humus that plants need. Apply mulch in early spring to 
prevent soil moisture loss caused by early summer hot weather. Apply mulch in 
early winter to protect against plant roots from drying out as soil thaws and 
refreezes. 


Pruning 

Pruning requires a full understanding and knowledge of the growth and 
flowering habits of various types of shrubs; that is, to know what, when, and how 
to prune. Shrubs are pruned to, 1) remove dead, diseased, or damaged wood; 
2) to correct, rejuvenate of balance the shape of a plant; 3) to maintain or 
improve floral bloom; and 4) to shape them as design elements of an overall 
landscape design —i.e., as a formal hedge, or more naturalistic planting. 


Evergreens require minor pruning fo remove dead and diseased branches or to 
remove spent blossoms before they go to seed. 


Shrubs are also pruned according to their season of flowering, that is, those that 


flower on old wood and those that flower on new wood. In general, prune 
shrubs that flower before July immediately after they bloom. Prune shrubs that 
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flower after July in the winter or early spring. Roses are pruned more often than 
any other shrubs. : 


It should be noted, that many shrubs should not be pruned or do not require 
regular pruning, unless they are to be maintained as formal hedges. For 
example, do not prune any shrub in a shape (ball, cone) unless it is in a formal 
garden and an integral park of the design. 


Pest control 

A successful pest control program requires knowledge of the causes and 
symptoms, which affect plant stress. This includes disease, insect and weed 
infestation, mechanical damage, drought, poor soil conditions, nutrient 
deficiency, etc. Once a problem has been diagnosed, make sure the 
appropriate staff follows the approved control measure for managing the pest. 


Winter Protection 

Generally a combination of several factors causes winter injury to plants. This 
includes the plant’s condition, weather influences, site factors and maintenance 
practices. Improper or deferred maintenance practices could cause winter 
injury. Excessive or late fertilizer application induces soft vegetative growth, 
which will not harden off before winter. Over mulching reduces aeration and 
encourages root formation in the mulch layer. 


There are a number of maintenance practices, which may reduce winter injury 
to plants. Correct soil drainage problems, or relocate plants. Water the plants 
as needed throughout the summer and fall. Deep soak the roots of shrubs at 
least once a week between mid-October and mid-December. Spray 
antitranspirants on young plants and those sensitive to win-burn damage. 
Fertilize evergreens with a controlled release fertilizer after the first killing frost. 
Add mulch if needed or loosen it to increase its insulation capabilities. If injury 
has occurred, delay corrective action until spring. It is much easier to determine 
the actual extent of damage when new growth begins. Lightly fertilize and 
water thoroughly during the following summer. 


Groundcovers | 
Groundcovers help to enhance and compliment the visual character and scale. 
of the landscape. They provide texture, form and color contrast and a can be 
used to correct landscape problems such as soil erosion, wet and dry areas, 
difficult mowing areas, etc. 
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Once fully established, most groundcovers will require some maintenance. 
Weeding is extremely labor intensive and plants roots can be severely damaged 
by cultivating or pulling weeds. In addition, fall leaf removal can be difficult in 
areas with extensive groundcovers. 


Pest Management 


Pests become resistant to pesticides, which are used routinely. Routine use of 
the same pesticide kills susceptible pests within a population, simultaneously, it 
leaves the resistant individuals to reproduce “pesticide resistant” offspring in the 
following generations. Integrated Pest Management (IPM) practices should be 
applied wherever practicable. p 


Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 


IPM is a decision making process that determines if you need pest suppression, 
when you need it where you need it and what strategies or tactics to use. 


In IPM, pest populations are monitored on a regular basis. Monitoring is the key 
element in a successful IPM program. Park managers must realize that they can 
accept a certain pest population level. The manager should take a realistic 
approach and concentrate on managing the population at tolerable levels. 


Through regular monitoring the manager is always aware of the pest’s life cycle 
and its population level, and thereby knows when the population is building to 


the damaging or injury level. Certain pest management strategies may require 
the use of a pesticide. 


Turf 
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uddy River Restoration Project 
res of Turf 


No maintenance operation affects the appearance of a park more 
dramatically than mowing. Mowing the heart of turf care. A well-groomed 
patch of weeds can present a pleasing appearance while poorly groomed turf 
of the finest grass available will not look good. Without mowing, most turf 
grasses will grow to heights of 2 to 3 feet. Limiting turf to 2-3 inches or less puts 
tremendous stress on the plant. Proper mowing practices and equipment 
minimize this stress 


Fertilization 


The health of turf grass is dependent on a fertilization program derived from 
sound soil test results. Fertilizer feeds the roots, which in turn provide nutrients to 
the leaves and stems. 


Lime 


The specific lime requirements for any area can only be determined by a soil 
test. Lime can be applied at any time of the year, but late fall or early winter is 
preferred because the rain, melting snow, and freeze-thaw cycles all help work 
the lime into the soil there is also a slight advantage to applying lime 
immediately following aeration. Lime should not be applied within a week of 
fertilization. 
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Aeration 


Constant use of turf areas, whether ballfields or open turf areas leads to soil 
compaction. Reversing compaction is a slow process. Aeration help to improve 
the rooting environment, by making it easier for air and water to enter the soil, 
while the nature structure-building processes proceed. 


Fall is the best time to aerate. 
Annual Turf Renovation 


Periodic or cyclic renovation of turf areas should be anticipated. Frequency 
can vary from yearly to every 5 years depending on the use, level of care, how 
well it was established, weather conditions and many other factors. A soil test 
should always precede renovation to determine lime and fertilizer needs. The 
degree of renovation required can vary from little more than overseeding and 
rest, to complete rebuilding, starting with regarding. 


Weeds 
A good weed management program is based on the premise that a healthy 
vigorous turf is most resistant to weed invasion. This means that cultural practices 


(fertilizing, lime, mowing, species selection, etc.) are conducive to healthy 
vigorous turf. A healthy turf will out compete most weeds. 
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Water Bodies (to be developed) 


Water is an important feature of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace. Given the importance of these features, it is essential that they be 
kept in good condition, both in the treatment of the edges and in the quality of 
the water. 

» Trash removal 

= Removal of duckweed and other water vegetation 


= Removal of invasive vegetation 
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The Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace 


Area of Tree Cover 


Muddy River Restoration Project 


Well Maintained Trees Add Visual 
Element to Park Landscape 


More than any other landscape element, trees provide the most prominent 
visual component in the landscape. Tree preservation and management 
involves the protection the canopy, trunk and roots. 


Pruning 
Periodic removal of dead and broken branches improves the appearance and 
structure of trees, but more importantly eliminates breeding sites for insect and 


disease organisms. It is desirable to remove branches that may be crossing or 
rubbing with another. Branches that exhibit a narrow angle of attachment to 
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the trunk should be removed because the vascular tissues are compressed 
within the branch and structural failure of the branch becomes more likely as 
the tree ages. It is also important to thin the canopy of trees to remove wind 
resistance, limit storm damage and allow sunlight to filter down to aid in turf 
development. 


Fertilization 
Disease Control 
Tree Protection Measures 


Tillage or Cultivation to promote turf establishment should not take place within 
the drip line of trees as this causes substantial injury to tree roots. 


Repeated nonselective applications of herbicides such as round-Up should be 
avoided, as toxicity to root systems and subsequent foliage damage may occur 


Trees should be protected against construction damage by installing fencing 
beyond the drip line (edge of canopy) of the tree. Where possible, groups of 
trees should be protected by a single fence. Equipment or material storage 
should not occur within the drip line of trees. 


Trees in public parks are subject to intensive visitor use. Over time this use can 
have severe impacts. Ongoing public use includes the following: 
= Compaction begins to change the soil 
Groundcover materials such as turf are lost or damaged 
Shrubs and understory trees are lost 
Older trees begin to decline — tops die back 
Areas become so impacted that user begin to seek other location and 
the site is either abandoned 


To break this cycle, 


Site Furnishings 
= Bench maintenance - repair, replacement, painting 
» Trash cans — emptying, graffiti removal 
= Light poles —- replace bulbs, graffiti removal 
* Catch basins - cleaning, 


Structures 
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»# Masonry -repointing, graffiti removal, 


Parkland 
» Trash removal 


Woodlands 


Erosion Control 


Erosion is a naturally occurring process. Heavy use tends to produce rapid, and 
drastic erosion. Erosion is harmful in many ways. Soil is transported from its 
original location, leaving depressions in the surface, voids, or undermined plants 
and structures. The soil is deposited at a new location further downstream, 
where it may clog waterways or fill catch basins. In addition to the physical 
deposits of soil particles, the fertilizers, pesticide and other chemicals lost by 
erosion area a major non-point source of water pollution. 


The most effective method of erosion control is a healthy, vigorous vegetative 
cover. This may consist of a lawn, perennial groundcover, shrubs or tree 
canopy. Well-fertilized turf areas show less soil loss and chemical run-off than 
thin, under-fertilized turf. 

Erosion areas should be stabilized immediately before soil loss occurs and 
siltation of water bodies and catch basins occurs. 

14. Management Challenge 


MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace should function as one entity 
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= Reestablish the primacy of maintenance in the Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace 
Reestablishing the primacy of park maintenance is a key 
recommendation of this report. The current fragmentation of services has 
an enormous impact on park maintenance. The management and 
necessary skills fo perform quality park maintenance have declined. Park 
maintenance requires specialized skills and creative management and 
entrepreneurial skills. Creative and flexible management strategies and 
initiatives are need to develop an integrated management structure to 
manage, restore, maintain and operate the Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace. 


Park maintenance falls into five basic categories: 

a Cleaning and repair — his includes the monitoring of general park 
conditions, the removal of trash and the cleaning, painting, minor repairs 
to playgrounds, benches, fences, paths and so forth; 

" Preservation and conservation — includes the small-scale restoration 
and preventative maintenance of such artistic and historic components 
of the park landscape as statues, bridges, stairways, shelters, masonry 
walls etc. 

. Groundskeeping — includes planting, pruning, mowing, mulching, 
fertilizing and watering of park lawns, flowers, shrubs, and trees 

* Woodland Management - includes the specialized skills and 
management strategies needed to manage and maintain the extensive 
woodland areas 

" Waterbody Management - includes the specialized skills and 
management strategies needed to manage and maintain the streams, 
rivers, ponds, and lake areas. 


While many of the recommendations in this report address the specifics of 
park maintenance and operations, good management requires not only 
efficient and effective methods and procedures, but effective good 
governance as well. 


" The basic structure of accountability should be geographic. 

The Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace, at present, are not necessarily 
experiencing the kind of active deterioration common to heavily used urban parks. 
Their status might be described as a gradual decline that will become more evident 
as the current mature trees die off while the maintenance an support staff are 
stretched further to perform increasingly routine duties. 
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The restoration of park values for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace hinges on the ability of those who are directly involved in their 
management and care to perceive the parks as a living system. This will 
require, above all, an education program aimed at having the 
maintenance and support staff recognize that they are instrumental in 
ensuring the further health and survival of the parks. Raising the level of 
commitment, developing a sense of ownership, and new standards of 
care by the staff that are responsible for the day-to-day care of the parks 
are essential steps toward restoring the parks and developing the level of 
public awareness that will help sustain their renewal. 


Several of these recommendations are mentioned under other sections; 
they are included here for emphasis: 

= Implement a park landscape management plan to ensure that 
no areas of the park are neglected by maintenance and that 
the overall level of care is raised significantly. 

= Initiate new staff training programs that build landscape 
maintenance skills and instill a sense of commitment to the park. 
Training programs and other performance standards should be 
combined along with new park job titles, such as Parkskeeper, to 
identify and reward staff and instill pride and professionalism 
within the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace Park 

= Develop and implement a dedicated park-based maintenance 
program to instill a sense of ownership 

» Develop and implement a tree management program and 
replanting plan that utilizes information from urban forestry, 
historical research, as well as traditional arboricultural methods. 

= Develop a volunteer corps for projects such as woodland 
management, slope stabilization, and soil decompaction that 
can be a vehicle for developing skills in the community. 

= Continue to develop connections with local environmental 
groups, community groups, state forestry programs, urban 
renewal programs, and other groups that can conduct 
restoration workshops or contribute ideas and resources. 


. To implement geographic accountability, the position of Muddy 
River Park Coordinator should be established. 
A coordinator position should be created that would be the point person 
for all maintenance work. The coordinator position would be a rotating 
position between Boston and Brookline. The primary responsibility would 
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be to coordinate the deliver of maintenance services for the Muddy River 
parks of the Emerald Necklace. The coordinator would be responsible for: 
» Chairing a monthly meeting to review and coordinate ongoing 
maintenance tasks; 
= Be the point person for public contact for comments and 
complaints; 
= Provide monthly report to Boston and Brookline summarizing park 
maintenance, critical issues or public complaints 


Strengthen and Define the Roles between Public and Private Sectors 


= Define the roles of the public sector and the Emerald Necklace 
Conservancy as they pertain to capital projects and their ongoing 
maintenance. 
Every new capital project should have a management and maintenance 
strategy that accounts for increased maintenance and operational 
support. The city agencies and the Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
should work together to develop a strategic funding and implementation 
approach for all capital projects. 


As levels of private funding increase, new capital project guidelines will be 
needed to provide the flexibility in the management and implementation 
of capital projects during design and construction. 


* The Emerald Necklace conservancy should be further supported in its role 
as an advocate for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace 
The Emerald Necklace Conservancy can play a key role in advocating for 
the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. The Conservancy should 
be strongly supported in this effort as they continue to initiate capital 
projects and provide operational support. 


= Explore the possibilities of partnerships with other organizations to increase 
horticultural practices and skills in the parks. 
The city of Boston and the Town of Brookline have committed to 
increasing it attention to how horticultural maintenance in the Muddy 
River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. However staff skil may be lacking. 
Staff who show an interest and abilities could be provided with 
opportunities to increase their skills. Training opportunities, perhaps with 
the National Park Service or Arnold Arboretum, need to be explored to 
build skills 
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Other ways of bringing skill to the parks should also be explored such as 
volunteers, master gardener programs, and endowed positions in 
horticulture. The Emerald Necklace Conservancy could pursue these 
goals as part of a capital maintenance initiative. 


14. Maintenance Recommendations 


Re-establish the primacy of park maintenance 


Re-establishing the primacy of park maintenance is a key recommendation of 
this report. Park maintenance falls into four basic categories: 


General Maintenance - this includes the monitoring of general park 
conditions, the removal of trash and the cleaning, painting, minor repairs 
and field maintenance, repairs to playgrounds, benches, comfort stations, 
fences, fountains, pathways and so forth; 


Preservation and Conservation — includes the small-scale restoration and 
preventative maintenance of such artistic and historical components of 
the park landscape as statues, bridges, stairways, masonry wall, shelters, 
views and vistas etc; 


Horticultural Maintenance - includes planting, pruning, mowing, mulching, 
fertilizing and watering of park lawns, flowers, shrubs, and trees; 


Woodland Management — includes the specialized skills and 
management strategies needed to manage and maintain the woodland 
areas; 


Waterbody Management - includes the specialized skills and 
management strategies needed to manage and maintain the Muddy 
River, Wards Pond, Leverett Pond areas; 


MAINTENANCE RECOMMENDATIONS 


Promote Efficiency in Maintenance 

To every extent, the City of Boston, the Town of Brookline and the 
Metropolitan District Commission should support the new maintenance 
plan and standards for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 
The new maintenance plan is essential to setting of consistent standards 
and practices for park maintenance. 
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" Re-establish the primacy of maintenance within the Muddy River Parks of 
the Emerald Necklace 
Re-establish the basic park maintenance skills by forming a dedicated 
park workforce whose primary job responsibilities are park maintenance 
and repair in the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 


Re-establish “lost” maintenance skills such as horticultural care, woodland 
management and water body management by: 


" Higher horticultural standards 
2 Develop specialized woodland management and crews; 
" Develop specialized water body management practices 


Reassign a handy man to the park as part of a dedicated park 
maintenance crew. 


= Develop and implement park-wide maintenance and management 
standards and guidelines for key maintenance areas 
A key recommendation of this report is to increase the standards and 
levels of maintenance, particularly horticultural care. 


Develop a park-wide set of standards and practices for particular 
maintenance “areas” such as woodlands, gardens, open parkland, 
playgrounds, athletic fields, turf should be developed. These standards 
should be adopted and linked to an inspection and ratings system to 
ensure park-wide consistency. : 


Other management options that investigate the appropriate size a scope 
of “in-house” verses contracting out of services should be investigated. A 
number of service contracts to deliver or augment small in-house crews 
may provide an efficient and cost effective strategy. 


= The season should be the basic organizing structure for park 
maintenance. 
While most public organizations operate on the basis of a fiscal or 
calendar year broken down into four equal quarters, this structure is not 
particularly meaningful for park managers. Some of the most important 
factors shaping the pattern of work — use, growing conditions, and 
weather — are tied to the season. Seasons, moreover, do not necessarily 
correspond neatly to quarters. They are of unequal length. It is feasible to 
define seasons as clusters of months approximating the natural conditions. 
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Park management should define “official” seasons as groups of months to 
structure park operations. The following are suggested: 


Winter: December through February (3 months) 
Spring: March and April (2 months) 
Summer: May through September (5 months) 
Fall: October and November (2 months) 


For planning purposes, the year should begin on Marsh 15! and end on 
February 28th. Any work plan should be divided into four seasonal plans. 
Each seasonal plan has a basic theme reflecting the natural conditions, 
level of use and the appropriate work. 


To a significant extent, seasonality is part of the natural rhythm of work in a 
park: spring and fall are important planting seasons; the summer is the 
peak period for cleaning and operations (e.g. special events). Some of 
the aspects of seasonality are less obvious. 


An organized formal preventative maintenance and repair program 
should be organized as part of the winter and spring. Late winter and 
spring are the natural time to repair winter damage (both horticultural 
and non-horticultural) and to prepare for the summer crowds. Priority 
areas and conditions should be identified and the assignment of special 
resources. 


The focus of winter work program should be an intensive training program 
involving all full-time managers and park workers. The winter is the season 
of lowest use, and generally the lowest workload. Depending on the 
weather conditions, winter can also be a time to complete fall clean up 
tasks as well as perform preventative maintenance. In the best-managed 
operation there is some slack time. This time is better used for training 
than for inventing tasks or taking longer to do the tasks that need to be 
done. Training programs should be developed and implemented for: 

. A comprehensive training program for first-level supervisors is the top 
training priority. This program should cover topics such as supervision of 
staff and volunteers, communication, computers, personnel and union 
rules arid CPR. 

. Workers should be cross-trained to help each other and to foster 
potential for teamwork. Horticultural skills should be taught along with 
communication, First Aid and CPR. 
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" A dedicated park maintenance crew should be formed. 


tA dedicated, uniformed multi-skilled park-based crew whose responsibilities 
would include cleaning, horticultural work, field maintenance and simple 
repair tasks. 


A dedicated park staff would: 

= Be responsible for all aspects of park maintenance and care of the 
park including cleaning, trash removal, horticultural care, mowing, 
basic pruning, and simple repair tasks such as bench repair, painting, 
and field maintenance; 

* Develop an understanding of changing user trends, which may affect 
daily operations. 

= Provide a public face to all park users: be knowledgeable about the 
park and be able to answer questions 


= Develop a tree maintenance and replanting plan for the Muddy River 
Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 
The mature deciduous shade trees are probably the foremost 
character-defining feature of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace. 


A primary recommendation is to begin active management of the 
valuable, large shade trees that can benefit from regular pruning and 
disease management. Selective removal of diseased trees is 
important for the health of the remaining trees and in some cases 
advisable because the diseased or damaged trees are potential 
hazards. 


A second major recommendation is the development of a replanting 
strategy for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. New trees 
should be planted on an annually, selected from a list of trees that are 
appropriate from both a historic and ecological perspective. 
= Develop a management program for pruning, fertilization and 
removals; 
= Develop a planting plan for the park, with the distribution of 
trees to reflect historic groupings and vistas. Trees should provide 
shade for roadways and picnic areas, emphasize vistas, and 
stabilize eroded areas and streams. This would include gradual 
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removal unhealthy or inappropriate trees, such as Norway 
Maple. 

= Begin to restore the balance and diversity of tree species by 
planting trees that were part of the park's earlier history and 
have since decreased. 

= Conduct planting on a regular (if possible, on an annual) basis, 
to ensure a range of various aged trees for the future. 


Develop a woodland management strategy 

Both the City of Boston and the Town of Brookline should work together in 
conduction a comprehensive woodland management study, along with 
a comprehensive woodland policy. The process should begin by 
convening a woodland advisory committee and organizing a series of 
woodland seminars to guide the development of a woodland program 
and policies that meet the ecological needs of the Muddy River Parks of 
the Emerald Necklace. 


To date, very little management work has been done in the woodlands. 
Although budgets for these areas might be modest, thoughtful timely 
intervention is more critical than large sums of money when implementing 
a woodland management program. Some work may be performed by 
teams of volunteers, under the direction of an experienced urban forester. 
A forest management team should be formed to develop a planning, 
design, and implementation plan for the park's woodlands. Long-term 
woodland goals and policies should be developed. Areas that should be 
examined include: 

= Off-trail use of bicycles and vehicles; 
Trampling 
Storm water management 
Spread of exotic invasive vegetation 
Maintenance and security 
Education and signage 


A comprehensive woodland management and restoration plan should 
be developed. The forested areas of the park have deteriorated over the 
past years. Erosion and bare compacted soil are increasing in extent and 
a few aggressive exotic species are naturalizing throughout, displacing 
valued native plant communities and remnant planted landscapes. At 
the same time, the infrastructure of trails, paths, bridges, and storm water 
facilities are in dire need of repair. 
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A woodland plan may focus on: 

* Working in one area at a time, gradually remove the most noxious 
invasive species; 

" If the ground is disturbed or canopy gaps are opened by removals, 
planting of native woodland plants should follow immediately; 

= Begin to re-establish the shrub and under story layers that are 
presently underrepresented in the woodlands with naive woodland 
plants. 

" Monitor the canopy gaps that exist and when the budget permits, 
plant groves of small trees to gradually fill in. 

= Repair trails and paths to address storm water management an off- 
path trampling. 


A woodland management strategy would provide an opportunity to establish 
woodiand management skills and develop volunteer Opportunities. A donor 
program could be developed to publicly focus attention on the important role 
of trees and woodlands to the City of Boston and Town of Brookline and the 
urban environment. 


15. Implementation Recommendations 
Implementation Strategies 


The Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace presents a formidable 
management challenge. Despite its peaceful, natural beauty, a dynamic 
tension exists in the Parks. Its design contains an inherent tension, a man-made 
landscape that must accommodate visitors. Park maintenance crates a 
dynamic tension: can the park today have lush lawns and diverse plantings, as 
the designers intended, or can no more be done than keep the place clean 
and the grass mowed: a management structure that fragments the delivery of 
services and reduction of skilled staff exacerbate the tension. 


The Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace is complex. The number and 
type of visitors require a complex service deliver system. Visitors mean that a 
high level of services is committed to daily cleaning. The landscape design of 
the Park is complex, demanding labor-intensive servicing and a consideration of 
aesthetics in making decisions, an unusual situation for an urban park. Finally, 
service delivery is complicated by the fact that other municipal agencies have 
service responsibilities for the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace. 


Preserving Capital Re-investment 
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The challenge for park managers of the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald 
Necklace is how to introduce sound management practices that will: 

= Effectively preserve and protect the capital reinvestment. 

» |ntroduce higher and consistent park-wide standards of maintenance. 


These management strategies must recognize the need for constant, vigilant 
cleaning and horticultural care that protect the Muddy River Parks of the 
Emerald Necklace while encouraging people to enjoy the parks to the fullest. 
All these management decisions must be made in an environment where 
resources are scarce and the voices of constituency groups are strong. 


Park maintenance is of particular important at this time. The Muddy River Parks 
of the Emerald Necklace has suffered the affect of tight maintenance funding, 
an aging workforce, loss of skilled staff, and the natural deterioration of the 
aging process. Like all public agencies, the MDC, Boston and Town of Brookline 
must do more with less, thus challenging its managers to find operating 
efficiencies and new sources of revenue and to sharpen arguments for 
increased operating and capital budget resources. 


Managing the Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace over the next ten to 
fifteen years of rebuilding and beyond calls for improving management, which 
in any organization is difficult and time consuming. In public agencies, without 
profits to spur efficiency, the task is even more complicated. A number of 
elements are required to bring about change: 

2 The agency's agencies managers all levels must be committed to it; 

= Resources have to made available for it 

» New ways of 

Closing the Gap that Exists Between Needed and Available Hours 


We estimate that 35,500-43,200 hours will be needed annually to maintain the 
Muday River parks of the emerald Necklace at higher standards. The Muddy 
River Restoration project alone will require 16,000-21 350 hours annually to 
maintain the restored landscape and water bodies. Most of the added 
hours for maintenance will be needed beginning in 2006. The MDC will be 
responsible for the Charlesgate project area in early 2005; Boston will assume 
increased maintenance responsibilities beginning in early 2006 and Brookline 
in early 2008. 


The estimated gap between needed and available productive hours is 
estimated to be between 18,028 — 25,728 hours, which equates to 12-17 FTE's. 
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‘Strategies for closing the gap should begin as son as possible and not wait 
Until capital projects are completed. 


This report highlights a number of management and maintenance 
recommendations for improving maintenance and raising maintenance 
standards. Many of these can begin now, don't increase existing operating 
budgets, and will improve 


Short-term Recommendations (years 0-2) 


= The Muddy River Parks of the Emerald Necklace should be seen as one 
park 
To the fullest extent possible, the MDC, City of Boston and Town of Brookline should 
blur the jurisdictional lines and see it as one park. 


= Position of park coordinator should be created and implemented 
Create the position of park coordinator to coordinate park-wide 
maintenance among three agencies to initiate geographic (park-wide) 
accountability. 


= Develop selected park-wide maintenance standards 
Develop park-wide maintenance standards for selected maintenance tasks such as 
mowing, bench repair, and horticultural maintenance for new plantings. Park-wide 
mowing standards should include: 

= Mowing cycle (10 day) 

* Trimming standards 


= Define and sanction the role of the role of the Emerald Necklace 
Conservancy 

Develop and sign a Memorandum of Understanding defining the role of 

the Emerald Necklace Conservancy. MOU should be signed by MDC, 

City of Boston, and Town of Brookline. 


= Strengthen the role of the Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
MDC, City of Boston and Town of Brookline and ENC should jointly develop and 
approve 2 year strategic plan for Emerald Necklace Conservancy to guide its 
fundraising and programmatic efforts. 


» Develop a two-year park-wide tree removal and pruning plan 
Develop a two-year park-wide tree removal and pruning plan approved and 
funded by MDC, City of Boston, and Town of Brookline using outside contractors. 
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Schedule two (spring and fall) park-wide clean-up days involving 
MDC, Boston, Brookline and volunteers 


Develop and implement joint winter training program focusing on First 
Aid, CPR and supervisory training 


Medium-term Recommendations (years 3-5) 


Expand park-wide maintenance standards to include horticultural 
tasks 


Rotate Park Coordinator 
Continue and expand tree removal and pruning contract 


Investigate additional maintenance tasks suitable for contracted 
services 


Develop park-wide trash plan and standardized receptacles 
Increase use of volunteers by 25% 

Support and strengthen role of Emerald Necklace Conservancy 
Add 3-4 skilled horticultural staff 


Continue and expand joint training to include new horticultural tasks 


Long-term Recommendations (5 -10 years) 


= Develop and implement plan to meet increased maintenance needs 
resulting from the Muddy River Restoration Project 


Expand joint horticultural training 


(To be Developed Further) 
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Emerald Necklace Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) 
Summary Notes — November 14, 2001 CAC Meeting 


Northeastern University, Faculty Center 
96 The Fenway, Kerr Hall, 2nd Floor 


Meeting Attendees 


A list of all meeting attendees is included as Attachment 1. 


Meeting Agenda 


I Welcome, Opening Remarks & Comments Received 


Jane Wells, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator - 
Amanda Greishbach, MA Office of Dispute Resolution, CAC Facilitator 
John Burckardt, P.E., Project Manager 


e Jane Wells introduces Loraine D’Orsi who is a new staff member at MODR. 


e Joyce Starner resigned from the CAC and has recommended another person from her 
organization (Symphony United Neighbors). 


e John Burckardt also received a letter from Irene Gillis (former CAC member), which will 
be discussed later in the meeting. 


I Discussion of Consultants’ Work on Draft Park Maintenance Plan 


Tim Marshall’s Draft Park Maintenance Plan 


e CAC agrees to comment on the second draft of Tim’s Park Maintenance Plan using the 
same format for commenting on the DEIR. 


e Page 1, first sentence - A CAC member suggested replacing Boston Common with 
Charles River in the definition of the Emerald Necklace. The CAC members present did 
not reach consensus to recommend this change, but agreed to suggest that Tim Marshall 
contact Charles Beveridge (Olmsted historian) for more information. 


* ACAC member recommended that Tim Marshall differentiate between maintenance 
activities that have never occurred as opposed to maintenance practices and standards that 
need to be improved. (For example, existing lawn maintenance in the Fens is only 
mowing and litter pick-up — other maintenance such as aeration does not occur). This is 
compounded if the staff-hours that the Parks Dept. says are being done are not actually 
accurate, which means the gap for proper maintenance is greater than reported. 
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A CAC member recommended looking at staff-hours using an analytical approach and by 
considering the tasks, terrain and jurisdiction to determine how many people are required, 
so that numbers can be backed up with concrete data. A table format may be useful. 


A CAC member commented that oversight and supervision of park maintenance needs to 
be strengthened. CAC members questioned their role for long-term oversight of 
maintenance practices. 


Page 41, under Medium-term Recommendations, need to define what the baseline is for 
the current use of volunteers, so that the recommended 25% increase can be quantified. 


Page 31, a CAC member commented that clarification is needed on how a position for 
the Muddy River Park Coordinator would be rotated between Boston and Brookline. It 


seems complicated. 


Emerald Necklace Conservancy — a CAC member commented that Clarissa Rowe’s 
report did not make recommendations for Boston. Tim Marshall’s report mentions the 
Conservancy, but does not mention the possibility of the Conservancy fulfilling a 
management role for the Emerald Necklace. 


A CAC member recommended that a notice of proposed removal [shade tree law] be 
posted on significant trees in Boston prior to their removal, so that this practice is 
consistent with Brookline practices. 


A CAC member recommended a review of laws, policies and practices to improve 
consistency for maintenance practices among Boston, Brookline and MDC parks/staff. 


A CAC member commented that there are staff people who are dedicated entirely to 
athletic field maintenance and are typically separate. They need to be included as part of 
maintenance practices. 


A CAC member asked: How could the efficiency and capabilities of existing staff be 
- improved and how to direct the efforts of increased staff? 


Page 18 -a CAC member noted that the 2-year maintenance contract was discouraged by 
Tim at last meeting (10/29/2001), however he seems to support the contract in his Draft 
Report. Another CAC member requested that Tim Marshall revisit page 18, because the 
CAC members are not confident that the 2-year maintenance contract is the best option. 
A CAC commented that the written report should reflect Tim’s oral report. 


John Burckardt reminded the CAC that at a previous CAC meeting the 1-year contract 
was determined to be too short and a 2-year alternative would be more beneficial. Bruce 
Conklin stated that Tim Marshall was concerned about the turnover of ownership from 
contractor to park staff and when that occurs. What are some alternatives to address the 
CAC’s concern (e.g. phase in Parks staff to work with contractors, etc? It was suggested 
that the report consider alternative approaches for implementation of the 2-year 
maintenance contract. 
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A CAC member commented about the need for oversight, supervision and follow-up on 
the two-year contracts to make sure they have complied with their contract. Another 
CAC member suggested that more specific maintenance tasks, such as a watering 
schedule, be stipulated as part of their contract. 


A CAC member recommended that Tim Marshall include the need for uniform tree 
specifications for Brookline, Boston and MDC as one of his recommendations. [The 
CAC member noted that Brookline currently has up-to-date tree specifications]. 


CAC members recommended that Tim Marshall include a section translating the FTEs 
into dollar amounts by job categories. 


Discussion of Review Process for DEIR 


CDM is aiming to have the DEIR ready for submittal to the CAC by mid-December. 


A CAC member recommended that the CAC review the DEIR section by section using 
their previous CAC comments on each section and followed by review of the 21-page 
chart attached to Oct. 29" meeting notes. 


Another CAC member hoped that the chart is used as tool rather than defining a product. 


A CAC member commented that the DEIR should contain more than the minimum 
requirements established in the Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF. Specifically, the 
DEIR should address maintenance and funding. 


A CAC member commented that the CAC needs to focus on substantive issues rather 
than format, etc. 


A CAC member emphasized the importance of the letter to the Secretary and that the 
CAC need to allow enough time for the drafting of this letter by the end of the review 
period. 


Jane Wells recommended that the CAC review the Role of the CAC prior to work on the 
letter to the Secretary. 


John Burckardt commented that he is compiling a master distribution list for the DEIR 
for public review and requests names and addresses of members of the public who might 
be interested in receiving a copy. John also requested locations available to house the 
DEIR for public review of the document. 


Recommendation that CAC begin to think about schedules for possible CAC meetings in 
January — weekly meetings on alternating days, beginning the second week of January. 
John Burckardt will put together a random schedule of meetings and check with CAC 
regarding availability. 


A CAC member questioned whether the proponents need to attend the January meetings. 
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& 
Process Issues / Organization 


Distribution of DEIR: Jane Wells is following up on whether all CAC members must 
receive complete copies of the DEIR according the MEPA regulations or whether 
members can receive copies without appendices attached if one complete copy is 
received by the CAC as a whole and kept at a centralized location. 


CAC Replacements: 


Kelley Brilliant, director of the Fenway Alliance and replacement for Paul Mentag, 
introduced herself. 


CAC members who choose to resign should send resignation letters to the Secretary of 
Environmental Affairs who is then responsible for appointing their replacement. Jane 
Wells spoke to Betsy Sure-Gross to urge the Secretary to expedite the replacement 
process. 


Clair Flury, a Fenway resident who regularly comes to the CAC meetings, indicated that 
she was interested in becoming a CAC member. 


CAC Correspondence: 


- Irene Gillis’ comment letter: John Burckardt will distribute her letter to the 
GAG. 


- Follow-up re: Richard Heath’s resignation: After much discussion, the CAC 
agreed to invite individual members to contact Richard regarding his resignation. 
However, the CAC agreed that the Richard should approach the Secretary 
himself if he is interested in returning to the CAC. 


- Draft letter from George Haggerty re. Richard Heath’s resignation: CAC 
members appreciated the work done by George Haggerty, but the consensus of 
the CAC members present was that a letter should not be sent. See above 
comment. 


Brookline Project Impact (Isabella Callanan) — Isabella requests that the CAC consider 


endorsing the proposal that the Town of Brookline consider a different future for the 
“Industrial Island” near Route 9. The CAC confirmed that these lands are not part of 
their scope of responsibilities. CAC members present agreed that members can 
individually inform their respective organizations about Isabella’s proposal and invite 
these groups to comments as appropriate. Isabella will keep the CAC informed about 
how and where they can respond. 


Nov 27, The Secretary of Environmental Affairs has called a meeting dealing with the 
parkways. 
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Next Meeting 


The next meeting of the CAC was scheduled for the week of January 7, 2002. The exact date 
and location will be announced in a separate mailing. This will be the first of a series of weekly 
meetings to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) in order to prepare a comment 
letter to the Secretary of Environmental Affairs. 
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